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EACH CHILD 1S AN INDIVIDUAL OF GREAT WORTH

Qctober 18, 2005
RECEI

. Mark Steph
Mr. Mark Stephens DCTZOZUGﬁ

Principal Planner
City of Chula Vista
276 Fourth Avenue [
Chula Vista, CA 91910

He: Re-Circulation of Draft General Plan Update, Otay Ranch GDP
Amendments, and retated Draft EIR

DCear Mr. Stephens:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment an the re-circulation of the
draft general plan update as noted above.

Please be advised that the Chula Vista Elementary Schoal District (the "District”)
first commented on the City of Chula Vista General Plan Update on March 1, 2005.
Your response to our lettar was received July 19, 2005. Copies of both of these
lelters are enclosed for your reference.

The District’s major concern and challenge continues to be housing new students
brought on by growth in the eastern part of the City and the redevelopment in
western Chula Vista. The District remains optimistic that the City will do everything
possible to help identify and acquire school siles as needed and that mitigation wiil
be established before projects receive final approvai,

We look forward 1o continued collaboration with the City of Chuia Vista on this most
imporant issue.

If addittonal information is needed, please give me a call at (619) 425-8600,
Extension 1373.

Sincerely,

Susan Fahle

Assistant Superintendent
for Business Services & Support

SF:dp
Enclosuras (2)

1

RESPONSE

These comments do not reflect on the adequacy of the EIR. The comment, howcver, will be
forwarded it to the appropriate City decision making body. Comment noted.
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SCHOCL EMSTRICT

CITY OF o e
CHUIA VISTA JUL 22 2005

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

July 19, 2005

Ms. Susan Fahle

Assistant Superintendent for Business Services and Support
Chula Vista Elementary School District

84 East J Street

Chula Vista, CA 91910

RE: CITY OF CHULA VISTA GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

-ﬂ/"’—‘/
Dear M/s%}*‘ﬁme:

This letter is in response to your letter dated March 1, 2005, regarding the “City of Chula Vista
Draft General Plan”. Thank you for your comments. I will respond below to the concerns and
questions you raised.

The City recognizes that your planning for-school capacity is based upen detailed demographic
analyscs and that nsighborhoods change over time. As’a consequence, j{o{.lr planning efforts are
based on conservalive assumptions in order o inswre adequate scrvices for the community
through the neighborhood lifecycle.

Two of your points deal with the difficulty to accommodate growth in the northwestern portion
of Chula Vistz in regard to finding additional school sites and identifying adequate financing.
The City does provide for this in the General Plan.

Fivst, the General Plan Diagram will have a footnote on the diagram clarifying that there may be
a need fo site an olementary school in northwestern Chula Vista. In the eastern portion of the
city, a “floating” symbeol is used ou the diagram to denote the location of a future school in a
certain vicimity of large, undeveloped areas. However, we do not do this in the west, as we wish
to avoid the sifuation where cwurent property owners may misinterpret a floating symbol as
indicating their propoerty may he taken for a school site.

In addition, the plan includes the following policy:

PFS 9.3 Assist school districts in identifying and acquiring school sites for new
construction in needed time frames.

In regards to financing, the City is ready to facilitate the District’s effouts to Enance new schools
to the fullest legal extent of the City’s ability to do so. The plan includes the lollowing policy:

276 FOURTH AVENUE » CHULA VISTA » CALIFORNIA 91810

23 PestCamamer flocclad Pacer

CHULA VISTA ELEMENTARY

PLANMING DEPARTMENT

~

RESPONSE

This attachment reflects correspondence between the City and the CVESD. This comment does
not address the adequacy of this EIR. The comment, however, will be forwarded it to the

appropriate City decision making body. Comment noted.
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Ms. Susan Falie
July 19,2005
Page 2

PES 0.4 Assist schonl distriets in identifying sources of funding for the expansion of
facililies in western Chula Vista as needed based-on growth.

We look furward to confining 1o work with the School District to support your efforts to
provide school services to the commumty.

Please lot me koow if you wish to discuss these items [urther or have additional concerns. My
direct exlension is (619) 409-5959. Also, please note that we currently plun to release a revised
Draft TIR on the General Plin Updale and General Developiiient Plan Amendinent for pubhc
review by the first of August

Sincersly,

Foind gl
Maurk Stephens
Principal Planner

ce Tim Sandoval
Nancy Lyile
Td Batchelder
Dan Forster
Duane Bazzel
Rick Rosaler
Jeff Batfield
Luis Hernandez,
Martlyn Ponseggl
Steve Power
Lo Madigan
Dana Smith
Jim Hare
Mary Ladiana
John Mullen

H/Planning/G enm‘al_]’i‘.meraﬁ_iE|crm:x1’.s/GPU_CVESDJLaspnnsciLetter_()?»Oﬁ-Di doc
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LOWELL]. BILLINGS, E3.D.

CHULA VISTA FLEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT

44 TAST "F" STREET + CHULA YISTA, CALIFORNIA 91910 » 619 425-9600

EACH CHILD I8 ANIND IVIDUAL OF

March 1, 2005

GREAT WORTH

Mr. Mark Stephens
Principal Planner

City of Chula Vista
276 Fourth Avenue
Chula Vista, CA 91910 0-3

Re: City of Chula Vista Draft General Plan

Dear Mr. Stephens:

Thank you for the opgortunity to review and comment on the draft genera
plan for the City of Chula Vista.

The City of Chula Vista's rapid eastern growin and changing identity in the
‘West provides chailenges for the Chula Vista Elementary Schooi District due
to high land and constructian costs, limitations on eligibility and funds for
school canstruction, and changing demographics.

nine hundred new students arrived for school in

At the same time that
District experienced a decrease of

eastern Chula Visia neighborhaods, the
500 students in more established areas. These 600 students represent the
entire population of 2 small elementary school. 1t might seem that the City's
redevelopment program will reduce student populations in western Chula
Vista, and temporarily that may be the observable outcome, but we are not
confident that the reduction in student enrollmeant will continue long term. As
we have all noted, nefghborhoods go through cycles: families with small
chiidren buy a home; the children grow and leave the home; later the grown
children may return with children oi their own; eventually the parents may sell
he home: and, a new young family armves with their own small children. The
District needs to plan for the maximum number of stucdents thai a
neighborncod will generate at the height of its life cycle.

Far us the proposed aeveiopment in northeastermn Chuia Vista will be the
most challenging aspect of this plan. Thiz area is not ong where the student
populaticn is declining. The new housing will require additional school
capacity. We anticipate a solution that will require additional schoal sites,
expansion of existing campuses. and possibly some reconstruction of
existing faciiities. The District currenily has no iand to bulid schools 1o
accommodate children jrom the proposed mixed-use projects. We will look

RESPONSE

This attachment reflects correspondence between the City and the CVESD. This comment does
not address the adequacy ol this EIR. The comment, however, will be forwarded it to the
appropriate City decision making body. Comment noted.
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Page 2
Mark Stephens
March 1, 2005

1o the City for assistance in locating schoal sites in this planning area.
Though we support the City's plan for redevelopment, we must highlight the
importance of mitigating of the impact of this growth on the school system. it
is essential that a mitigation agreement is completed before the projects

receive final approval.

While bringing many new students o our District, eastern Chula Vista is a2
lesser challenge due to good planning and the collabaration of the area
developers. The SPA Plans for eastern Chula Vista (Otay Ranch) generally
have designated elementary school sites 1o serve children from the new
developments. The developers of Vitages in Otay Ranch have been willing

" 1o form community facilities districts (CFDs) to help finance the needed

schools, We wili continue 10 encourage participation in CFDs, in lieu of
paying the statutory fee of $1.89 per square foat of assessable construction,
as devslopment in the remaining villages is planned.

The District has built seven new elementary schools during the years
2000 — 2004 and is currently constructing School No. 43. with City
development still on the rise, the District appreciates the advance notification
from the City regarding new development whether in the eastern or westem
area of Chula Vista so that we can plan for boundary changes and/or new

schools.

If additional information is needed, please give me a call at (619) 425-5600,
Extension 1371.

Sincerely,
1

L Fallle

Susan Fahle
Assistant Superintendent
for Business Services and Support

SF:dp

cc: Towell J. Billings, Superintendent
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October 28, 2005 s

To the Chula Vista EIR-GPU staff:

Pl

In my opinion, the EIR for the General Plan Update is inadequate in at least three areas:

1. Re: WATER: The GPU-ER, | believe, is patently inadequate on the issue of

water supply. With a projected population growth of forty percent in northwest Chula
Vista alone, the EIR contains no discernible plan for meeting water needs.

The language which is supposed to address the water supply issue is SO vague that.it is
meaningless. Approving the EIR without more sufficient planning for water supply is, |
believe, unwise and definitely notin the best interests of Chula Vistans.

2 Re: Revitalization of western Chula Vista. Translate as: Gentrification. No
provisions are mentioned in the GPU-EIR regarding retocation of fixed-income Chula
Vistans when their homes are torn down and replaced with luxury housing, affordable
only to wealthy out-of-state’rs who wish to commandeer Chula Vista as their personal
playground. And how many “mom-and-pop” businesses will be buildozed? Th.e

abuse of Eminent Domain laws in order 0 dump the poor and serve the rich is not an
appropriate goal, nor even an acceptable “accidental resullt’, of a General Plan Update.

3. Re: Environmental impact of proposed highrises in Chula Vista: At the 9/21/05
Developer Expo sponsored by the city, five land parcels on Third Avenue, E Street
and Landis Avenue were reviewed. Numevi citizens stated their opposition to
highrises ANYWHERE in Chula Vista. At the Expo and a few days priorl, l.collec‘ted
signatures of Seniors and others who strongly support a 45 foot height IEI'T]IT for future
building in west Chula Vista. We support low-rises. NOT mid- or highrises. Bgcause
these signatures were collected over a period of only afew hours, it is my belief that
thousands of similar signatures could be obtained in a very short period of time. Alsc, |
am clarifying, on record, that it is not a matter of a project at Fourth and H Streets, or in
the H Street corridor, or in any other “carridor”. A sizeable number of Chula Vistans
do not believe skyscrapers are appropriate for this city. Thus we urge the city
planners to completely delete zoning for highrises in the General Plan Update.

Signed:

\J'ack‘le McQuade

Grandparents of America, Chula Vista Chapter
338 East J Street
Chula Vista, CA 81910

P-1

RESPONSE

The City of Chula Vista has protective meastres in place regarding water supply and distribution.
The goal of the City of Chula Vista’s Growth Management Program is to ensure that the supply of
water required by existing and future residents is available from suppliers and is at a level of
quality necessary for its imtended use. The Growth Management Program hias Lwo objectives
regarding water supply and distnbution: (1) Ensure that adequate slbragc. treatment, and
transmission facilities are constructed cencurrently with planned growth; and (2) Ensure that water
quality standards are not jeopardized during growth and construction.

The Chula Vista Growth Management Ordinance, Municipal Code Section 19.09.050C, requites a
Water Conservation Plan (WCP) to be submitted with all Scctional Planning Area (SPA) Plans. if
a SPA Plan is not required. a WCP is required to be submitted with Tentative Subdivision Maps.
The Growth Management Program further requires that a Water Conservation Plan be submilled
for all major development projects, defined as residential projects consisting of 50 dwelling units
or greater, or commercial and industrial projects with 50 Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs) of
water demand or greater.

"The City of Chula Vista alsc cnsures that an adequate supply and guulity of water is provided to
accommodate new master planned developments, prior to project approval, by implementing a set
of project processing requirements for applicants o follow through cach stage of development.
Processing requirements for General Development Plans. Sectional Planning Area Plans/Public
Facilities Finance Plans and Teniative Maps.

The dEIR concluded that there was not a guaranteed supply of water to serve the City upon
buildout of the General Plan Update, and identified that constraint as a significant and unmitigable
impact. As part of the discussion of water availability, the dEIR discussed the role of the San
Diego County Water Authority and the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) in forecasting
and planning for water needs.

The Urban Water Managcment Plan prepared by the San Diego County Water Authority included
an increment of supply resulting from the transfer of water from the Imperial Imgation District
(I} The agreement that provides for that water transfer is being challenged on two fronts. A
group of farmers and the Imperial Valley Board of Supervisors is challenging the agreement. In
addition, environmental groups are challenging the lining of the All American Canal in federal
court. Lining of the canal is required to prevent leakage and make water available for the San
Diego water transfer (Los Angeles Times Nov. 7.2005).

In light of these cases. the assumption that the IID water transfer water will be available is
guestionable for use in the dEIR. Because the dEIR concluded that there is no guaranteed source
of water guaranteed, this limitation 1s immaterial to the analysis in or the conclusion of the dEIR.
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October 28, 2005 .

S

To the Chula Vista EIR-GPU staff:

in my opinion, the EIR for the General Plan Update is inadaquate in at least three areas:

1. Re: WATER: The GPU-EIR, | believe, is patently inadequate on the issue of

water supply. With a projected population growth of forty percent in northwest Chula
Vista alone, the EIR contains no discernible plan for meeting water needs.

The language which is supposed to address the water supply issue is so vague that itis
meaningless. Approving the EIR without more sufficient planning for water supply is, |
believe, unwise and definitely not in the best interests of Chula Vistans.

5 Re: Revitalization of western Chula Vista. Translate as: Gentrification. No

provisions are mentioned in the GPU-EIR regarding relocation of fixed-income Chula

Vistans when their homes are torn down and replaced with luxury housing, affordable

only to wealthy out-of-state’rs who wish to commandeer Chula Vista as their personal p-2
playground. And how many “mom-and-pop” businesses will be bulldozed? The

abuse of Eminent Domain laws in order to dump the poor and serve the rich is not an

appropriate goal, nor even an acceptable “accidental resullt’, of a General Plan Update.

3. Re: Environmental impact of proposed highrises in Chuia Vista: At the 9/21/05
Developer Expo sponsored by the city, five land parcels on Third Avenue, E Street
and Landis Avenue were reviewed. Numess citizens stated their opposition to
highrises ANYWHERE in Chula Vista. At the Expo and a few days prior, | coliected
signatures of Seniors and others who strongly suppart a 45 foot height limit for future
building in west Chula Vista. We support low-rises. NOT mid- or highrises. Because
these signatures were collected over a period of only a few hours, it is my belief that
thousands of simitar signatures could be obtained in a very short period of time. Also, |
am clarifying, on record, that it is nota matter of a project at Fourtirand H Streets, or in
the H Street corridor, or in any other “corridor”. A sizeable number of Chula Vistans
do not_believe skyscrapers are ropriate for this city. Thus we urge the city
planners to completely delete zoning for highrises in the General Plan Update.

P-3

P -
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Signed: .

Grandparents of America, Chula Vista Chapter
339 East J Street
Chula Vista, CA 81910

RESPONSE

Scc‘ Response to Comment M-3. The EIR does not address socioeconemic effects of the proposed
pI‘Oj.CCt. CEQA limits the discussion of environmental impacts to physical changes in the
en\-’erQment. While the CEQA guidelines indicate that socroeconomic (;ffects can Ec used to
determine the significance of an impact, they are not to be considered as an environmental effect.

This comn_ﬁem does not reflect on the adequacy of the EIR. The comment, however, will he
forwarded it to the appropriate City decision making body. Comment noted.
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October 27, 2005

Community
Planning
Group

Steve Power, AICP Q-1

Environmental Program Manager
City of Chula Vista

276 Fourth Ave

Chula Vista, CA 91910

RE: Chula Vista 2020 Update RDEIR

Dear Mr. Power,
Please accept these comments on the RDEIR,

We are concerned about the potential strains that increasing population places upon

public infrastructure under the “Preferred Plan.” We appreciate that policies “GM 1.1,

1.5, 1.9, and .11 attempt to compensate for public infrastructure and service demands

created by new development.' However, existing and projected failing Levels of Service Q-2
(LOS) in the transportation network under the “Preferred Plan” create serious doubts that

growth demands will be met adequately.

The range in LOS predicted for SR-54 and SR-125 also creates concern that neither local
nor regional growth impacts are sufficiently understood or mitigated for. For example,
traffic models in the County 2020 Update” predict LOS “A-C” for SR-54 & SR-125
while Table 5.10-4 in the RDEIR for the City 2020 Update predict LOS “F.” Models that
predict the entire range of potentiaf outcome demonstrate how tenuous the foundation is
for long range planning.

Q-3

The City’s existing failure to meet basic standards in acres of parkland available per
resident also demonstrates that meeting public infrastructure demand is a challenge in
many areas. Although the City standard is three acres of parkland per resident, Table
5.13-13 shows only 1,95 acres available overall with serious parkland deficits in both the
northwest and southwest sectors of the eity.”

The reality is that the current pattern of growth and impact fecs has not pravided enough
public infrastructure to meet basic standards, Demand strains the infrastructure of both
Chula Vista and neighboring communities.

RESPONSE

The proposed General Plan Update is specifically intended to provide for the orderly growth of the
city of Chula Vista, define the limits to that growth, and act as a mechanism to accommodate and
control future growth. Development permitted by land use policy would provide needed housing
for all income levels, create compact and pedestrian-fmendly urban development, and protect
nalural resources. As indicated on Page 373 of the dEIR, many of the traffic improvements are
operational in nature, and will improve arterial progression during the peak commuting hours.
This is likely to translate into higher vehicles speeds and possibly an improvement in LOS on
certain segments. While operational improvements will not increase the 24-hour capacity of a
segment, which is based on the number of lanes, they will improve traffic flow and reduce peak
hour congestion. Operational improvements would reduce impacts bul not to a level less than
significant. If the City Council decides to adopt the Preferred Plan, the adoption of a Statement of
QOverriding Considerations for these impacts will be required.

The travel demand forecast developed for the General Plan update is based on the most current
series of SANDAG employment and population forecusts, the transportation network contained in
thc Regional Transportation Plan. and the current harizon year 2030. The modcl results correlate
closely with SANDAG modeling results based on similar assumptions.

"This comment addresses available parkland deficiencies in western Chula Vista. The Chula Vista
Municipal Code, Section 17.10 {the Park Development Ordinance — PDO) applies a standard of 3
acres of park lund for every 1,000 people to all new development. Since the park demand forecast
as resulting from the adoption of the Plan or any of the Scenarios results from population
associated with new development, compliance with the PDO assures provision of 3 acrcs of
dedicated park land for every 1,000 people for all new development.

It should be noted that the park requirement is citywide and can be met anywhere in the city.
While the change in population resulting from the propesed General Plan Update stems from land
usc changes in the Update Areas, the park need can be mei in other areas of the city.

These comments refer to the General Plan Update’s policies and do not reflect on the adequacy of
the EIR. The comment. however, will be forwarded to the appropriate City decision making body.
Comment noted.
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Q-6

If the City chooses to accommodate substantial population growth and densification, then
new policies that promote and pay for patterns of growth that will de-emphasize the
automobile should be implemented.

For example, all redevelopment within park deficient sectors of the city should be
required to include public spaces to the greatest extent feasible. Crealing public spaces or
neighborhood parks with a sense of place and then linking them with pedestrian or
bicycle paths and public transportation can reduce rather than induce vehicte trips.

Please include a new policy that states, “Redevelopment within park deficient areas of the
city shall include provisions for public spaces, mini-parks and non-motorized pathways to
the maximum extent feasible”

Another potential way to reduce the number and length of vehicle trips is to enhance
existing parks and open spaces to encourage recreation closer to home. Implementing the
proposal to convert Proctor Valley Road into a Multiuse Trail through the Bonita
Meadows Open Space Preserve can create a sense of place that both new and existing
development will want to utilize. By enhancing the 200-acre Bonita Meadows Preserve,
many would be able recreate without using a vehicle at all. Increased recreation close 1o
home provides greater opportunity to reduce lengthy vehicle trips.

Commercial development that emphasizes plazas and mixed uses rather than auto-
dominated strips can also mitigate the impacts of increasing population.

"Thank you for considering these comments,

(! n Co Chair Sheri Todus
b fian o

! GM 1.1: Maintain a set of quantitative level-of-service measures {growth management “threshold standards™), asa

tool to assess the relative impact of new fagility und service demands created by growth, and apply those standards, as

appropriate, to appraval of discretionary projects.

GM 1.5: As part of the Growth Management Program, conduct an ongoing Development Monitoring Program focused
on new development activity and related infrastructore and public facitity construction 1o determing compliance with
“Threshold Standards and other City policies and programs.

GM 1.9: Require that all Major Development projects prepare a Public TFacilities Financing Plan (PFFP) that articulates
infrastructure and public facilities requirements and costs and funding mechanisms.

GM 1.11: Eatablish the authority to withhold discretionaty approvals and subscquent building permits from projects

d d to be out of corupli with applicable Threshold Standards

" County of San Diego GP2020, Figure 2 Sweetwater Community Planning Area, Roadway Segment Level of Service
and Average Daily Traflic Volumes

" TABLE 5.13-13

PUBLIC PARK ACREAGE PER POPULATION (YEAR 2604)

Planining Area Park Actes Population Park Actes/1,000 Population

Bayfront 2677 0-

Notthwest 42,72 56,931 075
Southwest 57.92 53,562 108
East 279.95 98,707 2.84
TOTAL 407.36 209,200 195

Q-7

RESPONSE

As indicated on page 114 of the dEIR. the proposed General Plan includes Objective 27 which
serves to “Establish a program for development to provide public amenilies and/or community
services necessary o support urban development.” including implementing Policy LUT 27.1
which requires “Enhanced pedestrian connections between parks, public spaces, and
neighborhoods by means of paths and open space areas.”

These comments refer to the General Plan Update's policies and do not reflect on the adequacy of
the EIR. The comment, however, will be forwarded it to the appropriate City decision making

body. Comment noted.

Comment noted. See Response to Comment R-3.
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Friends of Bonita/Sunnyside
Friends of Bonita Meadows

Sieve Power, AICP
Gnvironmental Program Manager
City of Chula Vista

276 Fourth Ave

Chula Vista. CA 91910

RE: Chula Vista RDEIR 2020 Update

Dear Mre. Power

The RDEIR states that the City’s “Preferred Plan™ would accommodate a 47% increase 10
population and a 55% increase in housing units. [t also states that impacts of accommodating
increased population are significant and without mitigation (p. 381-582). Because our
transportation system, parks and other public infrastructure have been over-burdened by our
current system of growth management. the magnitude and pace of growth uccpmmodated by this
plan is likely to increase the overall burden on public infrastructure. Growth simply docs not pay
lor itsclf.

While it would scem prudent to slow the pace of this ambitious populalion increase. we realize
that none of the Scenarios considered accommosate less than a 41% increase in population.
Therefore. it is important for new development to fully mitigate new demand for services and
infrasiructure o the maximum extent lfeasible. Policies intended to achieve this goal should be
incorporaled extensively in to the General Plan Update. In this spirit, we would cmphasize and
cxpand the lollowing smart growth principles that should be further developed inte General Plan
Policics:

« Create walkable neighborhoods

« Create a high density of neighborhood parks, pocket parks, plazas, green belt paths, and
public spaces that reduce automobile use and dominance.

« Preserve open space, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas

« Provide a variety of transportation choices

« Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place

= Encourage community and stakcholder collaboration in development decisions

An example ol a project that incorporates many of these principles is our proposal to convert
Proctor Valley Road into a Multiuse Truil through the Bonita Meadows Open Space Preserve. A
Multiuse Trail through the Bonita Mcadows Open Space Prescrve can creale a sensc of place that
bofil new 2nd existing development will want to utilize. Enhancing the 200-acre Bonita
Meadows Preserve can allow many individuals to recreate without using a vehicle at all.
Increased reereation close to home provides greater epportunity to reduce lengihy vehicle trips. R-3
1n conclusion, if a plan of population growth and densification witl be accommodated, then its

impacts should be fully mitigated. Require growth to pay for public infrastructure. [ncorporate

innovative design policies into new projects and redevelopment projects. Following these

principles can protect quality-of-life and mitigate muny aspects of growth.

{_- " / g% /
s - 7 .
(e j(‘L
Shéri Todus
Friends of Bonita Meadows

6001 Benita Meadows Lanc
Bonita, CA 21902

R-4

Thank you for considering these comments.
NG R '\

Michael I. Roark

Friends of Bonita/Sunnyside

3645 Proctor Valley Rd

Bonita, CA 91902

(A

RESPONSE

This comment addresses growih inducing impacts associated with the proposed General Plan
Update. Growth inducement s addressed in the dEIR in Chapter 7. As stated on page 600 of the
dEIR, “the proposed General Plan Update is specifically intended to provide for the orderly
growth of the city of Chula Vista, define the limits to that growth, and act as a mechanism to
accommodate and control future growth, Development permitted by land use policy would
provide needed housing for all income levels, create compact and pedestrian-friendly urban
development, and protect natural resources. The General Plan Update would result in a more
inclusive communily, maintain a balance belween housing and employment, and foster a sluble
economic base and diverse employment opportunities.”

The dEIR addresses impacts to public scrvices and utilities in Sections 5.13 and 5.14 respectively.
The analysis addresses the provision of water, sewer, and integrated wastc management services
and facilities, fire protection, law enforcement, parks and recreation, schools, and libraries. These
sections provided mitigation for impacts identified as significant. Additionally, the City Council
adopted the Threshold Standards Policy for Chula Vista in November 1987, which esteblished
“quality of life™ indicators for water and sewer services and facilitics. These topics were addressed
in the policy in terms of a goal, objective(s). threshold, and implementation measures. These
standards arc intended to preserve and enhance the environment and City residents’ quality of life
uy growth occurs.

This comment requests the conversion of Proctor Valley Road into a multiuse trai though Bonita
Meadows Open Space Preserve. The City of Chula Vista does not control the Preserve and
therefore does not have the authority to convert Proctor Valley Road into a multiuse (rail through
the Preserve.

The proposed General Plan Update includes Objective GM 1, which requires concurrent public
facilifies and services. As discussed on page 465, the proposed General Plan includes policy GM
1.9 which “Require that all Major Development projects prepare a Public Facilities Financing Plan
(PTTP) that articulates infrastructure and public facilitics requirements and costs and funding
mechanisms.”
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October 31, 2005

Mr. Ed Batchelder

Deputy Planning Director

City of Chula Vista ‘
276 Fourth Avenue
Chula Vista, CA 91910

RECEIVED

Re: Comments on General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Batchelder:

Thank you for the opportunity fo review the General Plan Update. The South Bay Expressway (lormerly
called the SR-123 South Toll Road) is being implemented through an innovalive public-private
partnership that has resulted in over $600 million in privaie investment in the facility. We have all
worked hard as a region to reach this point, and continue to work toward the South Bay Expressway
opening in late 2006.

We support the City revised policies LUT 14.8 and 14.9 (previously policies LUT 12.8 and 12.9) relative
to the future implementation of La Media Road crossing the Gtay Valley.

The General Plau Update removes language from Section 5.2 (Circulation Plan, page LUT-50) describing
the reservation of an option for future extension of La Media Road on Figure 5.13 East. We assume that
the removal of the language is meant to emphasize that implementation of La Media Road will be studied
i the future, consistent with revised policics 14.8 and 14.9. But, it appears that Figure 5.13E (Circulation
Plan East) has not been revised as part of the General Plan Update Proposed Edits to December 2004
Draft. Therefore, while we assume that policies T.LUT 14.8 and 14.9 will guide future implementation of
La Media Road, the lack of explanatory text to Figure 5.13E makes it difficult to understand the City’s
intent relative to the timing of future La Media Road. Also see comment below in our comments on the
EIR, as they relate to this same issue.

The Recirculated Draft EIR describes the changes made to the document since the previous EIR was
circulated. For Section 5.10, Traffic, the summary of changes on page xiii lists the following: “The
document was revised to rellect changes in policies, specifically the elimination of reference to the future
cvaluation of La Media crossing the Otay Valley. La Media Road across the Otay Valley remains in the
General Plan.”” We point cut that policy LUT 14 8 references that the necd for, timing and ultimate
construction of La Media Road crossing the Otay Valley will be analyzed as part of pending updates of
other plans. ‘Fhus, it does not appear that the policy has changed in a fundamental way that would require
the climination of the referenced text. OQur concern is that the text helped to explain that the roadway was
shown on the General Plan {or long term planning, but implementation of the roadway has not been
analyzed in any kind of detail and the General Plan EIR does not include implementation level CEQA
clearance for the road.

380 Kuhn Drive, Chula Vista, CA 91914 ¢ el 619.501 4200 rax 6123914291

S-1

5-2

RESPONSE

This comment does not reflect on the adequacy of the EIR. Comment noted. The exact timing of
the La Media Road improvements is not known at this time, and its schedule is likely fo be
impacted by the availability of funding sourccs, environmental analysis, and other censiderations.
For the purposes of the Generzl Plan Update, La Media Road is anticipated 1o be in place by the
Year 2030.

This comment states that the dEIR eliminated the reference 1o the future cvaluation of La Media
crossing the Otay Valley, but it does not appear that the policy has changed. The reference in the
previous dEIR was included as an explanation as 1o why the roadway segment was not being
removed from the Circulation Element. Because the roadway will remain in (he circulation
system, this explanation was not considered necessary. As such the explanation was removed from
the recirculated draft. Policy LUT 14.8 remains in the General Plan Update.
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October 31, 2005
Mr. Ed Batchelder

Page 2

The description of the non-Urban Core roadway network changes proposed as part of the General Plan
update has been changed. In the previous Traffic Technical Report, {December 31, 2004) one change, on
page 11, was the removal of La Media Road and the Otay River Valley Bridge. The text in the EIR was
slightly different from that in the Traffic Report, in that it did not identify the removal. but stated the
option for this link was reserved, pending further evajuation of the need (page 287 of the previous LIR).
It the current documents, the text referencing the removal of La Media Road and the Otay River Valley
Bridge no longer appears. The list of non-Urban Core roadway network changes proposed does not
include the remaval of that link (see Recirculated EIR page 350). We assume that future implementation
of La Media Road will be pursuant to policies LUT 14.8 and 14.9, and thar these changes in the text do
not change the City’s underlying appreach to future La Media Road as expressed in the LUT policies. It
this is not the case, the City should clarify its intent relative to the roadway.

The waffic modeling (Appendix E, Traffic Technical Report) includes La Media Read in the year 2030.
No traffic modeling was included prior to year 2030, so we cannot determing if it is expected that 1.2
Media Road would be implemenied before 2030. On the assumption that the City has not modeled La
Media Road prior to the year 2030, it appears that the City anticipates the extension of La Media to occur
in the 2030 time frame.

‘Fhe Transportation Section (Section 5.10) identifies that the Preferred Plan will have an impact to
segments of SR-125 (SR-34 to Mount Miguel Road. then o H Street), resulting in a Level of Service of
“F* The adopted General Plan as shown in Table 1.4-3 of Appendix E, Traffic Technical Report, results
in a level of service “F0 for the segment from SR-54 to Mt. Miguel Road, and “C” for the segment from
Mt. Miguel Road to “TI” Street. It appears that this impact is forecast te occur at the time the SR-125
operates as a freeway, not a tollway.

The mitigation measure identified for this impact is to widen SR-125 by one general purpose lane or
equivalent capacity in HOV or managed lanes. The one additional lane is identified for scenarios 1, 2 and
3, and it is unclear if the additional lane will also be nceded for the Preferred Plan. Mitigation Measurc
5.10.2 also notes that such mitigation is not within the authority of the City of Chula Vista. While it
appears this impact is forecast to occur after the facility is no longer operating as a tollway, we point out
that to the extent such an impact were to occur while SR-125 is a toll facility, we would likely control the
over-capacity situation through pricing. We acknowledge that others may construct an additional lane at
some time in the future, beyond our franchise agreement period.

Siticercly,

- SAN DIEGOEXPRESSWAY, L.P.

By: California\|Tansportation Ventures, Inc., its gencral partner
|

Greg Il&u \

Chief Executive \fﬂcer

ce:  Marikyn Ponseggi — City of Chula Vista
File

(CTV LTR-05-798)

K40 Kulin Drive, Chula Vista, CA 91914 o el 6193914200 fax 619.591 4291
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RESPONSE

This comment states that the reference 1o the removal of La Media Road across the Otay River
Valley was included in the earlier version of the traffic report. but omutted from the current
version. The previous traffic appendix referenced the removal of La Media Road across the Otay
River Valley. The current traffic report has been corrected to reflect the fact that the proposed
Jand use and transportation element does not affect the status of La Media Road in this location.

See Response to Comment S-1 above.

This comment states that it appears that the additional lane for SR-125 would only be needed after
the facility becomes a freeway, and clarification is needed as to whether this applies te the
Preferred Plan. The additional lane is required for the Preferred Plan. The table provided on page
373 of the dEIR refers to the Preferred Plan as Scenario 4, and indicates that onc additional
general purpose lane or equivalent capacity is needed. This is true whether the road is operating as
atollway or a freeway. As indicaled on Page 31 of the Traffic Technical Report. ull 2030 analyses
considered SR-125 as operaling as a tolbway.
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DATE: 11/1/08

SENT TO: Ed Batchelder
{(619) 409-5859

Total number of pages transmitted (including cover sheet). 3

The infarmation contained in this facsimile message may be confidential,
proprietary and/or iegally privileged information intended only for the use of the
individual or entity names above, If the reader of this message is nof ihe
intendsd recipient, you are hersby netified that any copying, dissemination or
distripution of confidential, proprietary or privileged informatien is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately
notify the sender by telephone, and we will arrange for the return of the facsimile.
Thank you.

COMMENTS:

Patty Talamantes
Saouih Bay Expressway
880 Kuhn Drive

Chula Vista, CA 81814

{819) 551-4214
Fax; (619} 531-4291
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Oclober 31, 2005

Mr. Ed Batchelder
Deputy Planning Director
City of Chula Vista

276 Fourth Avenue
Chula Vista, CA 91910

Ke: Commonis on General Plan Update
Dear Mr. Batchielder:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the General Plan Update. The Sonth Bay Expressway (formerly
called the SR-125 South Toll Road) is being implemented through an innovative public-private
partnership that has resulted in over $600 million in private investment in the facility. We have ali
warked hard 25 a region to reach this point, and continue to work toward the Santh Bay Fxpressway
opening in late 2006.

‘We support the City revised policies LUT 14.8 and 14.9 (previously policies LUT 12.8 and 12.9) relative
to the future implementation of La Media Road crossing the Otay Valley.

The General Plan Update removes langeage from Seetion 5.2 (Circulation Plan, page LUT-50) deseribing
Ihe reservation of an option for future extension of La Media Road on Figure 3.13 Bast. We assume that
the removal of the langnage is meant to emphasize that implementation of La Media Road will be studied
in the fture, congistent with revised policies 14.8 and 14.9. But, it appears that Figore 5.13E {Circulation
Plan East) has not boon revised as part of the General Plan Update Proposed Edits to Decembor 2004
Draft. Therefore, while we assume that policies LUT 14.8 and 14.9 will guide future implementation of
La Media Road, the lack of explanatory text to Figure 5.13E makes it difficult to understand the City's
intent relative to the timing of future La Media Road. Also see comment below in our comments on {he
EIR, as they relate to this same issue.

The Recirculated Draft EIR describes the changes made to the document since the previous EIR was
cirenlated. For Seetion 5.10, Traffic, the summary of changes on page xiii lists the following: “The
document was revised io reflect changes in policies, specifically the el imination of reference to the future
evaluation of La Media crossing the Otay Valley. Lz Media Road across the Otay Valley remains in the
General Plan.” We point out thar pelicy LUT 14.8 references that the need for, timing and ultimate
cansiraction of La Media Road crossing the Otay Vailey will be analyzed as part of pending updates of
nther plans. Thus, it does not appear that the policy has chaniged in a fundamental way that would require
the elimination of the referenced text. Our concem is that the text helped to explain that the roadway was
shown on the General Pian for long term planning, but implementation of the roadway has not becn
analyzed in any kind of detail and the Genera! Plan EIR does not include implementation level CEQA
clearance for the road.

850 Kuhn Drve, Chula Vista, ©A 91914 » el 619.591.4200 fax 419.591.4291

3PS



o

¢eT-dd

1178172885 15:85 £1959142491 v

Octoher 31, 2005
Mr. Ed Batchelder

Page 2

The description of the non-Urban Core roadway netwark changes propesed as part of the General Plan
update has been changed. In the previous Traffir Technical Report, (December 31, 20043 one change, on
page 11, was the removal of La Media Road and the Otay River Valley Bridge. ‘The text in the EIR was
slightly different from that in the Traffic Report, in that it did not identify the removal. but stated the
option for this link was reserved, pending further cvaluation ot the need (page 47 of the previous EIR).
in the current documents, the text referencing the reroval of Ta Wledia Road and the Otay River Valley
Dridge no longeor appears. The list of non Urban Core roadway network changes propaged dnes not
include the removal of that link {see Recirculated EIR page 350). We assume that future implementation
of L.a Media Road will be pursuant to policies LUT 14.8 and 14.9, and that these changes in the text do
not change the City’s underlying approach to future La Media Road as expressed in the LUT policies. 1t
this is not the case, the City should clarify its intent relative to the roadway.

The traffic modeling (Appendix E, Traffic Technical Report) includes La Media Road in the year 2030.
No traffic modeling was included priot to year 2030, so we cannot determine if it is expected that La
Media Road would be implemented before 2030. On the assumption that the City has not modeled La
Media Road prior to the year 2030, it appears that the City anticipates the oxtension of La Media to vecur
in the 2030 dme frame.

The Transportation Section (Section 5.10) identifies that {he Preferred Plan will have an impact to
segments of SR-125 (SR-54 to Mount Migue! Road, then ta Fl Street), resulting in a Level of Serviee of
“E* The adopted General Plan as shown in Table 1.4-3 of Appendix E, Traffic Technical Report, results
in a level of service “FO° for the sepment from SR-34 (v Mt Migus] Ruzd, and “C” for the segment from
Wt. Migue! Road to “H" Strect. It appears that this impast is forecast to cccur at the time the SR-125
nperates as 8 freaway, not a folbway.

The mitigation measure identified for this impact is to widen SR-125 by one general purpose lans or
cquivalent capacity in HOV of managed lanes. The one additional lane is identificd for scenarics {, Z and
3, and it is unclear if the additional lane will also be needed for the Preferred Plan. Mitigation Measure
5102 also notes that such mitigation ig oot within the antharity of the City of Chula Vista, While it
appears this impact is forecast to occur after the facility is no longer operating as a follway, we point out
that to the extent such an impact were to oceur while SR-125 i5 a toll facility, we would likely control the
over-capacity situation through pricing. We acknowledge that others may construct an additienal fane at
some time in the future, beyond our franchise agreement period.

Chief Executive E)(ficer

ce: Marilyn Ponseggl — City of Chula Vista
File

(CTY LTR-05-798)

880 Kuhn Drive, Chula Vista, CA 91914 « ccl 619.591.4200 fax 619.591.429]
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ITAL PLANNING

November 1, 2005

Steven Power AICP
Environmental Project Manager
City of Chula Vista

Planning & Building Department
276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista, California 9191C

Mr. Ed Batehelder

General Plan Project Manager
City of Chula Vista

Planning & Building Department
276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista, California 91910

Re:  Dralt General Plan Update, Otay Ranch General Development Plan Amendment
and Draft Environmenral Impact Report

Gentlemen:

This firm represents Jewels of Charity, Inc. {*Jewels”). Set forth below are summary comments on
behalf of Jewels on the City of Chula Vista’s draft General Plan Update (‘GPU)}, draft Otay Ranch
General Development Plan amendments (“GDP”) and a related draft Environmnental Impact Report
(“DEIR™.

Jewels provided the City with its views on the original versions of the GPU, GDP and DEIR
circulated by the City in late 2004. Since the fundamental provisicns of these three documents
alfecting Jewels have nat materially changed in the re-circulated versions of these documments, Jewels
adopts and resubmits the comuments which it made in writing and at various public hearings on the
prior documents. These include, specilically, my letter of February 14, 2005 o Paul Hellman,
Fnvironmental Project Manager of the Ciry of Chula Vista with comments on the previous DEIR;
comments made on behalf of Jewels at the February 14, 2005 meeting of the Planning Commission
ofthe Gity; and comments made at the City Council’s public hearing on the GPU, GDP and DEIR
held on February 24, 2005,

~ LLM fa Taxation

-~ Certified by the Suprenie Court of
New Jersey as a Clvil Trisl Attwrney
§ Admiteed in NY & NI

T-2

RESPONSE

Comment noted. It is acknowledged that Berkowitz, Lichtstein, Kuritsky, Guisullo & Gross, LLC
is representing Jewels of Charity, Inc.

Comment noted. The letter of February 14, 2005 to Paul Hellman with comments on the previous
dEIR and the commenls made at the City’s Planning Commission are attached and arc addressed
below. The meeting on February 24, 2005 was a workshop for the City Council and the public
and no official public comment was accepted at that time, therefore, those comments will not be
addressed.
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KURITSKY, GIASULLO & GROSS, LLC
Mr. Ed Batchelder

Steven Power AICP

November 1, 2005

Page 2

Additional Comments on GPU and GDP Amendments

In addition to Jewels’ previously submitted comments, the {ollowing are submitted:

1. Development Agreement. Jewels is party 1o an Amended and Restated Pre-Annexation
Development Agreement with the City, passed, approved and adopted by the Ciry Council onMarch
18, 1997, with the agreement entered inte on and dated as of the same dare. This agreement affects
acreage covered by the GPU and proposed amendment to the GDP. This agrecment creates vested
development rights in Jewels. Without belaboring the provisions of the agreement itsell, Jewels has
the right to devclop land in accordance with the land use framework in effect as of the date of the
agreement, including the General Development Plan/Sub-Regional Plan for the Otay Ranch adopted
by the City and the County of San Diegoon October 28, 1993, and the Ciry of Chula Vista General
Plan in effect in March 1997. The proposed ameadments to the GPU, Section 4.8 {page LUT-36)
recognize that:

“Praperty owners who have achieved a vested rights
status retain the ability to develop in accordance with
the land use designations in effect at the time of
vesting prior to adoption of the General Plan Update.”

While Jewels’ prior comments on the GPU and GDP, and the summary comments below, are
submitted in the Leliefthat the proposed amendments are in many cases inappropriate, Tewels retains
its right to act under and in accordance with the referenced Development Agreement.

2. General Comments.

(a) Jewels belicves that the proposed amendments make fundamental changes in the
existing land use plan without sufficient analysis or justification. ‘These changes include the
establishment of a Regional Technology Park, the shift from “villages” to “Town Centers”,
changes to the University area, and certain assumptions regarding public transportation.
Jewels believes that the case has not heen made for these changes, that there s an insufficient
factual basis for the changes and that the DEIR analysis of these changes is insufficient.

(b) The proposed amendments would have an inequitable cconomic Lmpact ofl various
landowners. Certain landowners have benefirted in a material way, while others are penalized.
The public need for these shifts in economic benefits is not clear.

T-3

T-4

RESPONSE

This comment states that Jewcls retains its right to act under and in accordance with the Amended
and Restated Pre-Annexation Development Agreement with the City. This comment does mot
refllect on the adequacy of the TBIR. The comment, however, will be forwarded it to the appropriate
City decision making body. Comment noted.

The comment does suggest that the dEIR analysis of the Town Center, changes 1o the University
area and assumptions regarding public transportation is msufficient, but does not indicate where or
how they are insulficient. The comment. however. will be forwarded it to the appropriate City
decision making body. Comment noted.
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BFERKOWITZ, LICHTSTEIN,
KURITSKY. GIASULLO & GROSS, LLC

Mr. Ed Batchelder
Steven Power AICP
November 1, 2005

Page 3

[alagd

() Thoughtfunl consideration of the configuration of, requirements for and impact of the
University study area essentially have been postponed in the amendments. The integration of
{his use with surrounding land uses is critical. The swrounding uses cannot be adequately
planned or development of these areas implemented until such time as adequate consideration
of the realistic prospects for and design of a University campus are ascertained.

(d) Discussion in the amendments of the need for and location of public transpertation
iscircular. The transit plan is premised on certain densities and land uses. Theland uses and
densities in the amendments are premised on the existence of specitic public transportation
improvements, including the BRT system.

DEIR Comments

Asis set forth above, Jewels resubmits the comments on the DEIR which are set forthinmy
February 14, 2005 letter to Mr. Hellman. Please advise if you require another copy of this
letter.

Jewels reserves the right to respond toany changes in the DEIR, GPU or GDP amendmernts
or Lo other comments on these documents.

Very truly yours,
.- . VR

i pimpecol A /5«.;/-:&3&'4/‘ /1,4/_,&"4\

Bernard S. Berkowitz i

Mr. 1David Rowlands
Mr. Rick Rosaler
Ms. Deborah Durkin
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February 14, 2005

M. Paul Hellman
Environmenta! Projects Manager
City of Chula Visia

276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista, CA 91910

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR™)
City of Chula Vista General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Hellman:

This firm represcnls Jewels of Charity, Inc. (Jewcls). The following are preliminary comments on
behalf of Jewels on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Chula Vista General Plan
Update EIR #05-01 dated December 31, 2004

As an overview il is our understanding the DEIR focuses on two primary components: (1) physical
development potential and {2) the goals/ﬁolicies and subsequent action items/implementation
procedures. The Otay Ranch being the largest master planned community, San Diego County Board
of Supervisors and the Chula Vista City Council approved the Otay Ranch GDP in October 1993,

Jewels believes that a number of the changes proposed in the General Plan Update are unnecessary
and unresponsive lo the community as a whole and inequitable, especially in the transfer of
aliowable developable units of various lund affected by these changes. Jewels will comment on the
current draft of the General Plan Update in due course.

Land use and Transportation Element

1. The DEIR appears to base its analysis (if mot in totality) on the use of the University Site
exclusively for University purposes, thereby setting the stage for a new designation of “Town
Center” dependent upor the support of a University. The DEIR deletes any current designated and
approved secondary land use i the event that university concept does not oceur.

RESPONSE

This comment does not reflect on the adequacy of the EIR. The comment. however, will be
forwarded it to the appropriate City decision making body. Comment noted.

The dEIR analyzed the previously approved land uses in Chapter 10.0, Plan to Plan — No Project
Alternative. In the Chapter 10 analyses, comparisons are provided hetween the environmental
effects of the adopted General Plan in cffect today to that proposed under the Preferred Plan. This
includes the existing GDP and the secondary land uses of the University site.
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KURITSKY, GIASULLO & GROSS, LLC
Mr. Paul Hellman

Febraury 14, 2005

Page 2

Although this site was designated and approved as a university in the 1993 approved General Plan,
and the fact that numerous commitices have been formed and gone by the wavside to date in bringing
a University to a state of realization, the DEIR is deficient in its analysis in the cvent a umiversity
fails to occur.  Planned density in the Town Center and all of the ancillary infrastructure support
depicted in the DEIR would be unnecessary and inappropriate without the actual existence of a
unversity.

Jewels believes that until the site is so utilized, the DIIR should address the environmental issuce
in retaining the previously approved 940 developable units in the existing GDP as a secondary land
use and not distribute the developable units elsewhere as proposgd;in the land uses incorporated in
the DEIR.

2 The DEIR is recommending the elimination of Otay Valley Road West of La Media Road to
Heritage Road. With the proposed land uses and changes within the Otay River Valley area as well
as access Lo and from Main Street to the East Planning Area, the DEIR is silent as to sufficient traffic
analysis as to the impact on access to vpen space and active open space recreation along the Otay
River Valley. Further analysis and studies are needed as it pertains to this elimination.

The DEIR traffic studies does not address the eliminalion or removal of Alta Road from SR 125to
Otay Mesa. Under the previous approved GDTP? three viable accesses were planned and approved as
access across the river valley to connect the eastern territories to Otay Mesa. Without this section
of Alta Road enly two north and south access crossings (SR 125 and La Media focated west of SR
125) will remain to connect the entire eastern territory south to Otay Mesa. Further studies into the
elimination of this viable connector is nceded.

Jewels of Charily reserves the right to submit a response to changes in the DEIR made in response
to the foregoing and reserves the right to submit additional comments at public hearings and
otherwise.

Very truly yours,
fo
d 4 hrds

BERNARD S. BE&%

—

T-7

T-8

RESPONSE

See Response to Comment V-12.

Page 350 of the Transportation Section 5.10 identilies the removal of Alta Road south and cast of
Fastlake Parkway as part of the circulation system used in the traffic analysis. Alta Road south
and east of Eastlake Parkway has been removed to be consistent with the County of San Diego
East Oty Mesa Specific Plan. which has temoved the portion of the roadway in the
unincorporated areas.
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VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT
CLOSE OF PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD FOR
DRAFT EIR 05-01
FEBRUARY 14, 2005

Bernard Berkowitz - "433 Northfield Ave., W. Orange, New Jersey, Jewels of
Charity. | represent Jewels of Charity, a public charity which owns land on the
proposed university site. | send in some comment; ! don’t know whether or not
they were received, but | have another copy which I'll leave with the City Clerk.

The DEIR appears to base its analysis on the use of the university site
exclusively for university purposes, thereby, setting the stage for a new
designation of Town Center dependent upon the support of a university. The
DEIR deletes any current designated and approved secondary iand use in the
event that university concept does not occur. Although this site was designated
and approved as a university site in the 1993 approved General Plan, and the
fact that numerous commitiees have been formed and gone by the way side to
date in bringing you a university to a state of realization, the DEIR Is deficient on
its analysis in the event the university fails to materialize.

Planned density in the town center and ali of the ancillary infrastructure support
depicted in the DEIR would be unnecessary and inappropriate without the actual
existence of a university. Jewels of Charity believed that until the site is so
utilized, the DEIR should address the environmental issues in retaining the
previousfy-approved 940 developable units in the existing GDP as a secondary
land use and not distribute the developable units elsewhere as proposed in the
land uses incorporated in the DEIR.”

T-9

RESPONSE

The comment suggests that the amendments proposed for the GPU and GDP and the analyses in
the dEIR of the proposed changes are based on mappropriate assumptions. It also indicates that
the dEIR lacks an analysis of a comparison betwcen the proposed changes and the adopted
General Plan and GDP. A comparison of the affects of the changes proposed by the Preferred
Scenario to the Adopted General Plan and GDP is provided in Chapter 10.0, Plan to Plan — No
Project Alternative.

As slated on Page 604 of Chapter 10, “In the event that the plan update is not approved. the
currently adopted General Plan would remain in effect.” In the Chapter 10 analyses, comparisons
are provided between the environmental effects ol the adopted General Plan in effect today to that
proposed under the Preferred Scenario.

Each of the existing elements of the adopted General Plan is listed, aleng with a thorough
description of existing land use categories. An analysis of the environmental cffects of the
proposed GPU on each of these elements as compared to the Adopied Plan is then provided.

See Response to Comment T-6. The EIR analyzed the impuct ol the Preferred Plan, which
contains the Village Nine Town Center and the University and two alternative plans, which also
contained the University and Village Nine Town Center.
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The Corky McMillin Companies

Realty « Mortgage « Land Development « Hornes « Commaeraial

Qctober 27, 2005

City of Chula Vista

Planning and Building Department

Atin: Steve Power, AICP, Environmental Projects Manager
276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista, CA 91910

RE:  Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Chula Vista General Plan /
Otay Ranch General Development Plan Update

Dear Mr. Power,

The McMillin Companies appreciates the opportunity t© evaluate the recirculated Draft
Enviromnental Impact Report prepared tor the update of the City’s General Plan and the
Otay Ranch General Development Plan. We offer the following comments on the draft
documents.

1. The McMillin Comparies has proposed amendments to the General Plan and the
Otay Ranch GDP as part of the update process Lo modify the land uses currently
prescribed by the GP and GDP for the Eastern Urban Center, These revisions cnly
appear as pert of the Preferred Alternative and are not reflected in any of the other
alternative scenarios, despite changes occurring around the EUC which may affect
our ability to develop and marketl the currently prescribed land uses. These
proposed land uses should be considered as part of any alternative that the Council
may consider for approval.

2. The draft General Plan circulation plan includes the extensien of La Media Road
across the Otay River Valley, however language in the circulation table on page
908 of the strikeout version of the draft Otay Ranch General Development Plan has
been revised to identify Rock Mountain Road, rather than Otay Mesz Road as the
southerly end of La Media Road. This table should be revised to match the General
Plan policy language and circulation plan by designating Otay Mesa Road as the
southerly tetminus of La Media Road.

3. As part of the General Plan Update process, the City in encouraging the
development of higher density residential devclopment in many areas of the City.
The population coeflicients that are currently applied may not accurately reflect the
new demographic that is generated from this type of development. The City should

» A A A A
Mcdhllin Realy MeMillin Mostgage MeMillin Lant Tevelopment Mehillin Homes MeMithn Commercia!

Mailing Address: BO. Dox 85104 + San Diege. CA 92186-310+4
2750 Womble Road - San Dicgo, CA 92106
TEL (610) 477-4117 * FAX (619) 794160+
www.mernillincomn

U-3

RESPONSE

This comment does not reflect on the adequacy of the EIR. The comment, however, will be
forwarded it to the appropriate City decision making body. Comment noted.

This circulation table has been revised in the Otay Ranch GDP Chapter 2. Mobility, Section B.

This comment does not reflect en the adequacy of the EIR. The comment. however, will be
forwarded it to the appropriate City decision making body. Comment noted.



include provisions in the General Plan and Otay Ranch General Development plan
to allow population coefficients for the P-C District to be determined at the SPA
plan level.

We appreciale having the opportunity Lo comment on the City’s General Plan and Otay
Ranch Gencral Plan update and look forward to receiving a copy of the Final
Environmental Impact Report when it is completed.

Sincerely,

Hdd Gatar
" Vice Presidgnt

cc: Mayor Stephen Padilla
Councilmember Castenada
Councilmember Davis
Councilmember McCann
Councilmember Rindene
Dave Rowlands, City Manager
Jim Sandoval, Director of Planning and Building
Ken Baumgartner
Guy Asaro

OvT-dd
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Michael A. McAndrews
[213) 612-244%
mmcandrews@orrick.com

November 1, 2005

VIA EMAIL AND DHL

Mr. Ed Barchelder Steve Power AICP
General Plan Project Manager E nvironmental Projects Manager
City of Chula Vista City of Chula Vista
Planning & Building Department Planning & Building Department
276 Fourth Avenue 276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista, California 91910 Chula Vista, California 91910

Re:  Draft General Plan Update, Oray Ranch General Development Plan Amendment
and Draft Environmental Impact Report

Gentlemen:

This firm represents The Stephen & Mary Birch Foundation, Inc. (the “Foundation”). Set forth
below are summary comments on behalf of the Foundation on the City of Chula Vista’s draft
(eneral Plan Updaie (“GPU7}, draft Oray Ranch General Development Plan amendments (“GDP™)
and a related draft Environmental Impact Repert (“DEIR”).

The Foundation provided the City with its views on the original versions of the GPU, GDP and
DEIR circulated by the City in late 2004. Since the fundamental provisions of these three
documents affecting the Foundation have not materially changed in the re-circulated versions of
these documents, the Foundarion adopts and resubnmiits the comments which it made in witing and
at various public hearings on the prior documents. These include, specifically, my lerter of February
14, 2005 to Paul Hellman, Environmental Project Manager of the City of Chula Vista with
comments on the previous DEIR; comments rade by me on behalf of the Foundation at the
February 14, 2005 meeting of the Planning Commission of the City; and comments made by me at
the City Council’s public hearing on the GPU, GDP and DEIR held on February 24, 2005.

Additional Comments on GPU and GDP Amendments

al Comments ol GYY and L2 AR RSEREES

In addition to the Foundation’s previously submitted comments, the following are subnatred:

1. Development Agresment. The Foundation is party 1o an Amended and Restated Pre-
Annexation Development Agreerment with the City, passed, approved and adopted by the Ciry
Council on March 18, 1997, with the agreement entered into on and dated as of the same date. The
Foundation, as successor-i-interest to SNMB, Lid. also is beneficiary of that certain Amended and
Reswated Pre- Annexation and Development Agreerment between SNMB and the Ciey, likewise

DIOCSLALE09486.2

V-1

V-2

V-3

RESPONSE

It is acknowledged that Orrick represents the Stephen and Mary Birch Foundation, Inc. and thesc
comments were made on behalf of the Foundation,

Comment noted. The letter of February 14, 2005 to Paul Hellman with comments on the previous
dEIR and the comments made at the City’s Planning Commission are attached and are addressed
below. The meeting on February 24, 2005 was a workshop for the City Council and the public
and no official public comment was accepted at that time, therefore, those comments will not be
addressed.

This comment does nat reflect on the adequacy of the EIR. The comment does suggest that the
dFIR analysis of the ‘Town Center, changes Lo the University arca and assumpiions regarding
public transportation is insufficient, but does not indicate where or how they are insufficient. The
comment, however, will be forwarded it 1o the appropriate City decision making body. Comment
noted.
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Mr. Ed Batchelder
Mr. Steve Power
November 1, 2005
Page 2

adopted on and dated as of March 18, 1997. These agreements affect acreage covered by the GPU
and proposed amendment to the GDP. These agreements create vested development rights in the
Foundation. Without belaboring the provisions of the agreements themsclves, the Foundanion has
the right to develop land in accordance with the land usc framework in effect as of the date of the
agreements, including the General Development Plan/Sub-Regional Plan for the Otay Ranch
adopted by the City and the County of San Diego on October 28, 1993, and the Ciry of Chula Vista
General Plan in effect in March 1997, The preposed amendments to the GPU, Section 4.8 (page
LUT-36) recognize thar:

“Property owners who have achieved a vested rights
statues retain the ability 1o develop in accordance with
the land use designations in cffect at the time of
vesting prior to adoption of the General Plan
Update.”

While the Foundation’s prior comments on the GPUand GDP, and the summary comments below,
are submirted in the belief that the proposed amendments are in many cases inappropriate, the
Foundation retains its right to act under and in accordance with the referenced Development
Agreements.

2. General Comments.

(@) The Foundation believes that the proposed amendments make fundammental changes
i the existing land use plan withour sufficient analysis or justification. These changes
include the establishment of a Regional Technology Park, the shift from “villages” to “Town
Centers”, changes to the University area, and certain assumprions regarding public
transportation. The Foundation believes that the case has not been made for these changes,
that there is an insullicient facrual basis for the changes and that the DEIR analysis of these
changes is insufficient.

(1)} The proposed amendments would have an inequitable economic impact on various
landowners. Certain landowners have benefited in a material way, while others are
penalized. The public need for these shifts in economic benelits are nor clear.

(c) The new proposed limitation on development of and Improvements near the so-
called “Birch-Patrick Estare House” {new LUT-69.2) is not justified, has not been discussed
with the Foundation as landowner and in general is unsupported by any analysis of which
the Foundation is aware. The specific land intended to be covered 1s not delineated.

DOCSLALS09486.2
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Mr. Ed Batchelder
Mr. Steve Power
November 1, 2605

Page 3
Additionally, this house is referred to as “Gardens by the Lake”, and should be so designated
in the GPU.
() Thoughtfu! consideration of the configuration of, requirements for and impact of

the University study area essentially have been postponed in the amendments. The
integration of this use with surrounding land uses is critical. The surrounding uses cannot be
adequately planned or developrent of these areas implemented unti] such time as adequate
consideration of the realistic prospects for and design of University campus are
ascertained.

(e) Discussion in the amendments of the need for and location of public transportation
s circular. The transit plan is premised on certain densities and land uses. The land uses
and densities in the amendments are premised on the existence of specific public
transportation improvernents, including the BRT system.

DEIR Comments

As is set forth above, the Foundation resubmts the comments on the DEIR which are set forth in
my February 14, 2005 letter to Mr. Hellman, Please advise if you require another copy of this letter.

The Foundation reserves the right 1 respond to any changes in the DETR, GPUor GDP
amendments or to other comments on these documents.

Very pruly yours,
WQ g e

Michael A. McAndrews

oo Mr. David D. Rowlands, Jr.
Mr. Rick Rosaler
Mr. Christopher G. Patek

DOCSLALSCM86.7
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Michael A MCANdrews

(213 6122119
mmcandrews@orrick.cam

Eebruary 14, 2005

VIA FEDEX AND E-MAIL {PH’ELLMAN@CLCHULA-V!STA.CA 15)

Paul Hellman

Environmental Projects Manager
City of Chula Vista

276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista, California 91910

Ree  Commeats on Draft Environmental [mpact Report (*DEIR")
Ciry of Chula Vista General Plan Updaze

Dear Mr. Hellmaru

This firm represents the Stephen & Mary Birch Foundation, Inc. (the “Foundation”).  Set forth
below are summary comments on the DEIR made on behalf of the Foundaton.

Lnitially, the Foundaton believes that a number of the changes proposed in the draft General Plan
Update to the Ciry’s currenr general plan and the Oray Ranch General Development Plag are
Lnnecessary, not responsive Lo COMMUNITY needs, premised on assumptions that in many cases are
unrealistic, and in a number of nstances are inequitable in their Impact on vanous land cwners
affected by these changes. The Foundation will comment on the current draft General Plan Updare
in due course.

The following are the Foundation’s comments on the DEIR:

1. Regional Technology Park The General Plan Update proposes a Regional Tectnology Park

cavering a portion of what is now designated as Village 8 in the Ouy Ranch General Development

Plan. ‘The DEIR does not sufficiently analyze the impact of this proposed use, and the underlyng

assumnprions about the wse are maccurate. V-4
(2) The DEIR analysis of the Regional Technology Park assumes that a university

complex will be developed east of SR-125 and that the BRT systemn will be completed. The impact

of siting the Regional Technology Park as proposed in the General Plan Update, and its impact on

vaffic, utilities, transportation requirements and the remaining factors analyzed in the DEIR, shouk

he evaluated on the assumption that the unversity 1s not built, and that pmpmed transportation

improvements are not completed. These are realistic akernative scenanos which require study i the
DEIR.

DOCSLALA9LIE D

RESPONSE

The Preferred Plan specifies that there would be a Town Center at the intersection of La Media
and Rock Mountain Road with the castern half of Village 8 being designated for a Rcgional
‘lechnotogy Park (RTP). Other Scenarios place mixed use at this inrersectm}\ and do not dcs?enate
an RTP on the western half of the Village. It is possible to construct differing scenarios wit} the
components evaluated in the dEIR that were not necessarily included in the project description as
part of the Preferred Plan or any of the Scenarios. Not all possible land use configurations were
considered in the dEIR. Should a land use plan be proposed that differs from those ;Tnaly/.cd in the

dEIR, consideration will have (0 be given to the adequacy of the EIR to address the elfects of that
proposal.



V-7

V-8

-t

SrT-dd

/-9

@

ORRICK

'
wmn

Paul Hellman
Tebruary 14, 2005
Page 2

{b) The Land Use and Transportarion Element citywide objectives, in particular
Objective 4 and Objective 5, require that adjacent land uses be compatible with one a}nothe?r. The
DEIR does not adequately analyze whether the Regional Technology Park is comparible with
residential and other proposed adjacent uses, including a high school. The proposed lacarion of the
Regional Technology Park isolates proposed residential development to th_e south and west, and )
separates this residential development from like uses in Village 7. If a Regional Technology Park is
constructed at all, it should be sited further south, possibly adjacent to Oray Valley Road, to meet
these LUT objectives

{c) As is further discussed i Section 3, below, the DEIR should analyze whether the
Town Center at the intersection of Rock Meountain Road and La Media Road is required or justified
if a Regional Technology Park is not constructed.

V-6

2. Commupiry Park  The General Plan Update designates approximately 82 acres in Village 4
for a “maor” community park facility, which to some extent would eliminate park acreage in
Village 2 and other villages. (The parks to be eliminated should be specified.) The DEIR does not
analyze the impact of this change, compared to the uses designated in the current general plans, on
trailic, convenience 10 proposed residential locations, and the integration of this park with
surrounding land uses, which include open space (which includes critical and semsitive habira) and

V-7

industnial uses.

Additionally, the DEIR does not adequately discuss access wo the proposed communiry park facility
from Village 4, Village 7, Rock Mountain Road and La Media Road

3. Establishment of Town Centers. The General Plan Update establishes 2 “Town Center”
designation which provides higher density housig and commercial developrment than previously
contemplated in “village cores”, which to a large extent are replaced by the Town Center concept.
The DEIR does not compare the cumulative impace of these changes from currently planned uses
on the villages in question, or on regional concerns such as traffic, transportation and access from
surrounding residential land uses. As is discussed in Section 4, below, the Towmn Center designations
also need 1o be analyzed if proposed transportation improverments, tncluding the BRT System, are
not made

V-8

The proposed Town Center at the intersection of Rock Mountain Road and La Media Road should
be analyzed under the assumprion that the proposed Regional Technology Park is not constructed,
Matters to be conside red are whether the increased density contemplated for this Town Center, and
arther mereased residential densities surrounding, it, would adversely impact the cunent Village 8 as 2
site for residential development. Impacts on traffic, utilities and transportation systerns under this

scenano should be analyzed. v

DOCSLALM21383.Y

RESPONSE

The discussion of the RTP on page 166 of the dEIR mdicates that the purpose of the RTP is to
provide for a new employment center that provides for economic development and a stronger
jobs/housing balance.  The resulting jobs/housing balance in Otay Ranch cnhances planning
principles, as expressed in the existing GDP. These principles include ereating balanced
communities by providing work places in or near the residential communitics; minimizing reliance
on automobile use by siting employment close to residential communities; and awareness of the
relationship between vibrant, healthy comumunities and having sufficient economic and
employment opportunities located within the community. The proposed RTP is intended to bring
employment opportunities to the Otay Ranch area. They are not considered incompatible with
residential uses.

Tt should be noted that no specific uses are permitted a5 a result of the General Plan Update.
Individual discretionary actions will be required for particular projects. These actions will be
subject to CEQA and will, as necessary. consider specific land use compatibility. Without
information concerning a specific project, further consideration of compatibility would be
speculative.

Consideration of whether the Town Center at the intersection of Rock Mountain Road and La
Media Road is required is a planning issue, and not an EIR issue.

The traffic analysis conducted for the Preferred Plan and each of the Scenarios considered the
location of an approximately 80-acre park in Village 4 (Pages 50, 61, 72, and 94). Therefore, the
impact of the change on traffic has been addressed in the transportation section of the document.
The issue of “convenience” to the proposed residential locations is a planning issuc and not &
subject of the EIR. Consideration of the impacts of the proposed land use changes the Otay
Ranch area to sensitive biological resources is presented in Section 5.3 of the dEIR. Specific
access o the community park in Village 4 will depend upon the design of the park and its
relationship to Village 4 and Village 7. The park plan has not yet been developed and specific
access from either Rock Mountain Road or La Media has not been established.

The Transportation Section 5.10 of the dEIR and the Transportation Study (Appendix E of the
dEIR) analyzed the Preferred Plan and each of the Scenarios for the Town Center and neighboring
uses. Other than a reference to traffic and transportation, the comment does not indicate what other
cumulative affects should be considered. As noted on page 171 of the dEIR, the Town Center in
Village Fight will contain a new Transit Station designed for the BRT. 1t increases multi-family
residential densities accommodating intensified mixed-use commercial activities including retail,
office and residential. The design of the Town Center Arterial promotes pedestrian orientation
and provides an extensive grid-like street pattern to the village. The amendment also establishes 2
development envelope consistent with the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan, and preserves Rock
Mountain as open space

See Response to Comment V-4.
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Both the Town Center at the intersection of Rock Mountan Road and La Media Road and the
university site Town Center east of SR-125 do not appear to be required, or are predicated on
inaccurate assumptions, f the university proposal does not go forward or the Regional Technology
Park is not constructed.

v-10 4. Bus Rapid Transit System. "The General Plan Update’s land use analysis, and the relared

V-11
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analyses in the DEIR, presurme that the BRT system will be constructed, ar}d will {ollow ahgnments
suggested in the general plan. Since there s no certainty thar the system will be constructed, or
completed in the manner contemplated by the DEIR, the land use destgnations in [h(? General Plan
Update need to be analyzed on the assumption that the system is not complered. This would
include the imnpact on Town Centers, the Regional Technology Park, the university study area, and
the Eastern Urban Center.

A cumber of staterments in the DEIR appear to predicate the change trom the “village core”
concept to the Town Center concept on the need 1o justify an expansion of the BRT system. For
example, in Section 5.1 of the DEIR (page 135) the following statement appears:

“The increase in intensity and density of uses proposed [in
Village 2] are necessary to Suppost transic service to Village
y o

Sizmilar statements are made with respect to Village 4 and the Town Centers. This analysis is napt.
The proposed public transportation system should be designed-to serve, and justified by, the

transportation needs of a sensibly planned community. The community should not be planned (and,

in this instance, appropriate land uses changed) to justify the construction of a public fransportation
systemn, the case for which cannot otherwise be made.

5. High Schoo! Site. The DEIR states that a specific site for a proposed Sweetwater Union
High School District high schao! in the East planning area has not yet been determined. This 15
incorrect. Agreements have been signed for, and work has begun on, a high schoal site on the
southeast portion of Village 7, adjacent w Rock Mountain Road. This impacts not only the valdity
and usefulness of the studies of the arca in the DEIR, but requires additional anatysis of proposed
land adjacent uses to the high school site, including the Town Center for Village 8 and the proposed

egional Technology Park. The Regional Technology Park, located directly across the streer from
the high schoal site, does not appear to be a compauble or appropriate adjacent land use.

6. Otay Valley Road. The General Plan Update proposes, and the DEIR assumes, that Oty
Valley Road, a long-established and planned road, will be eliminared west of La Media Road. There
is insufficient consideration of the impact of this on access to open space and active recreation areas
along the Otay River valley, as well as to existing and planned wiliry installations in that area.

DOCSLAIAII81 D
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RESPONSE

The land use discussion in the dEIR presumes that the BRT will exist. The circulation analysis,
however, does not divert trips from area roads because of ridership on the BRT. As such, the
impact analysis conducted for the General Plan Update represents a worst casc analysis ‘Whether
the community should be planned to promote public ansportation or public transportation should
be designed to serve a transportation need is a planning issues and not an envirenmental issue
subject to CEQA.

The comment is incorrect in its assumption that the DEIR discussion is referencing the planned
high school for Village 7. The DEIR discussion referenced in the comment does not apply to the
approved high school currently under construction in Village 7. but rather the Preferred Plan’s
recognition that an additional high school will be necessary in the East Area, most likely in the
east portion of the Otay Ranch Subarea. This future facility has been accommodated in the DEIR
at a program level, with its land usc acreage and impacts included 1n the analysis Eastern
University District of the Otay Ranch Subarea. One potentiul location has tentatively been
identified on the EUC and impacts asscciated with it addressed in the analysis for that distnct.
However, no [inal location has been determined, pending a study of high school needs and
potential locations by the Sweetwater Union High School District.  Any future high school will
require project-level review under CEQA at the time 1t is proposed.

Towever, the Sweetwater Union High District high school that was referenced in the comment 1s
shown in Village 7 on the adopted Otay Ranch General Development Plan. It is also shown as a
planned facility on the Preferred Plan for the General Plan Updatc. As such, it does not reflect an
area of change, but the planned lucility’s land usc is accommodated in both the Plan to Plan
Analysis, Chapter 10, the No Project Allernative of the EIR, and in Chapter 3, the environmental
analysis. As shown on Table 5.1-5, the 50-acre high school site is reflected in the Public 1ype land

use caiegory lor the Adopted General Plan and for the Preferred and three Scenarivs for the
General Plan Update.

The traffic analysis conducted for the dEIR considered the elimination of Otay Valley Road west
of La Media. As indicated in Chapter 5, Section 5.10, Page 350, elimunation of the referenced
Otay Valley Road has been accommodated by the reclassification of Rock Mountain Road from a
four-lane Class I Collector to a six-lane Prime Arterial. The climination of the referenced section
of Otay Valley Road occurs in an area designated for preservation in the City’s Otay Valley
Preserve. The circulation impacts identified in the dEIR considered the elimination of this
roadway segment and the change to the status of Rock Mountain Road. The Otay Ranch Resource
Management Plan provides access, staging areas, trails and appropriate buffering as described on
Page 148 of the dEIR. As started on Page 167 of the Final EIR, access to open space and active
recreation areas will be addressed at the SPA Plan level,
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Additionally, given the uses and densities proposed in what is currently Village 8, a_nd in those
portions of the East planning area located east of SR-125, the lack of another arrerial road
connecting Main Street o these areas will overcrowd the east-west roads which are shown in the
General Plan Update. The waffic impact of the ebmination of Cray Valley Road west of La Med:ia
Road, in light of the intense uses in these eastern areas, is not properly aralyzed or justified

7. Certain Open Space Designations. The DEIR preferred plan land uses map (Figure 3-6 10
the 1DEIR) shows an iregularly shaped parcel south and west of the intersecuon o_f Rock Mountain
Road and La Media Road (adjacent to the proposed Town Center ar that 1_mersjectlon) as Open
Space. This parcel is not designated as open space under the MSCP, and in prior land use maps 13
shown as development area. The DEIR should explain the proposed use and analyze the impact of

this change.

Additionally, Figure 3-6 designates the active rock quarry in the same vicinity as Open Space. This
area is not within the jurisdiction of the City of Chula Vista, and in any case should be designated
“not a pan” rather than given a land use designation in the General Plan Update.

8. Flealth Care Facilities. The DEIR daes not discuss the requirements for health care facilities
in the East planning area The propriery of the tand use designations in the draft Geperal Plan

Updare are affected by the location (or the absence) of health care facilities tn the East planning area.

These facilities will have material environmental impact and should be a part of the DEIR analysis.

9. FAA Facility. The DEIR, and the preferred land use proposal being analyzed, fail 1o
recognize the Federal Aviation Administration VORTEC site located in Village 7. This site 1s not
available for development, and most likely will not be in the foreseeable future. It should be shown
2s “nota part” on the kind use map and the assumptians regarding land uses, adjacencies, wraffic and
other environmental impacts in the affected area adjusted 1o reflect this fac.

The Foundation reserves the right to submit additional comments at public hearings and otherwise,
and to respond to changes in the DEIR made in response to the [oregoing.
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cc: Mr. Chnis Patek
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RESP{ONSE

The irregular shaped parcel to the southwest of the Town Center referenced in the comment is
identified in the Biology section of the dEIR as an area that is changed to “development” under the
GDP/RMP/MSCP. As such, the area is not restricted from development as part of the City’s
biological resources open space preserve system. However, under the proposed General Plan
Update, the area will retain the Open Space designation as shown on the adopted General Plan.
Thus no change for the area will result of the proposed action.

Provision of health care facilities is not an issue area to be evalualed in this document pursuant to
CEQA. While the Public Facilitics and Services Element of the General Plan Update discusscs
the provision of health care and other social services their provision in and of themselves 1s not an
environmenlal issues under CEQA. Under the existing and proposed General Plan and Otay
Ranch General Development Plan, health care facilities are specific land uses that are permitted
within land use designations that accommodate commercial and office prolessional zones, or such
facilitics can be accommodated in the PC Zone (Planned Community) with an approved Sectional
Planning Area (SPA) plan. The provision of facilities supporting health care activities could be
future actions subject to CEQA. The physical effect of permitting thosc facilities would be subject
to review when proposed, and consideration of specific development at this time is speculative.

The City has previously evatuated the planned land use for Village 7 under an adopted SPA plan.
Although the VORTEC was not a part of the approved SPA, future land uses and density were
attributed to the site in accordance with the adopted Otav Ranch GDP. This land use was
accommodated for and analyzed in the EIR for the Village 7 SPA. Allenative land uses for the
Vortec siic ate not proposed to change in any of the land use Scenarios or in the Preferred
Alternative.  The city acknowledges that the future planned uses in the area occupied by the
Vortec cannot occur until which time the Vortec is moved and a project-level SPA amendment is
approved with CEQA review. The existing Vortee is, however, reflected in both the baseline
condition evaluated in Chapter 5 and under the No Project Alternative.
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Y-17

V-19

V-20

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT
CLOSE OF PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD FOR
DRAFT EIR 05-01
FEBRUARY 14, 2005

Michael McAndrews - “Attorney representing Stephen & Mary Birch
Foundation, Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe, 777 S. Figueroa St., 32™ Floor, Los
Angeles CA 90017. We submitted written comments earlier today and !'ll leave
a copy with the Clerk. | do want to highlight one or two thoug_hts. These
comments pertain to the east planning area where the Foundation owns a

significant amount of land.

The fundamental issue that the Foundation has is that the DEIR in analyzing the
GPU analyzes a fundamental change in the land use for the east planping area.
This change is predicated on what we feel are inappropriate assumphons.. The
City desires a university; the plan plans for a university regardless of feasibility.
A regional technology park in theory couid penefit a university; so we’ll plan a
regional technology park. Town centers would bengfit a regional tc_echnology _park
and the university; so we'll plan town cenlers. The bus rapid transit system, if we
have additional density in a town center, would be appropriate for the laudable
geal of public transit, but these hypothesis in the GPU and in the DEIR fail to do
a fundamenta! thing; that is, provide the City's decision-makers, yourselves and
the City Council with a comparison to the changes from the existing General Plan

and Otay Ranch General Development Plan.

The problem with the DEIR is that it fails to provide information to you and the
City Council as to, if in fact these occurred. What's the impact; the differential
impact from the existing plans that are out there now.

Two problems; the first is, there is no analysis of the alternatives of any of these
components not occurring; the university regional technology park, bus rapid
wransit system, town center. If these things do not occur for reasons that are
extrinsic to what's in the plan; what is the impact on the environment and what is
the impact on the decision-makers.

The second is; where is the analysis of the difference between what is current
planned and what is set forth in the General Plan Update. That comparative
analysis is critical to the decision that you and the City Council will make going
forward on this General Pian.

| would note in passing, that changes beside being fundamentally different from
the existing plan has strikingly different impacts on the various land owners ana
the impacts surprisingly follow ownership lines very, very closely.

in addition to these fundamental issues there are two or three things that are not
in the EIR that need to be.

The first is; Village 7 currently contains an agreed high school site for
Swestwater Union High School District's next high school at the intersection of

RESPONSE

V-16 A comparison of the aflects of the changes proposed by Lhe Preferred Scenario to the Adopted

V-17

V-19

V-20

General Plan is provided in Chapter 10.0, Plan to Plun — No Project Alternative. As stated on Page
604 of Chapter 10, “In the event that the plan update is not approved, the currently adopted
General Plan would remain in effect.” In the Chapter 10 analyses, comparisons are provided
berween the environmental effects of the adopted General Plan in effect today to that proposed
under the Preferred Scenario. Each of the existing elements of the adopted General Plan is listed,
along with a thorough description of existing land use categories.  An anulysis of the
environmental effects of the preposed GPU on each of these clements as compared to the Adopted
Plan is then provided.

In Chapter 5, the components of the GPU mentioned in the comment have heen evaluated as part
of the Preferred Alternative and in various combinations of Scenarios 1 through 3. In addition,
these components were addressed in the discussion of the No Project Alternative in Chapter 10 of
the dEIR. The comment asks where are the impacts discussed if the regional technology park, bus
rapid transit system. and lown center do not occur. This situation would be represented by the
Plan to Ground Analysis as presented in Chapter 5, Environmental Impact Analysis. As stated on
Page 89, “(the) plan-to-ground analysis compares the proposed General Plan Update with existing
baseline conditions.

The impact on the environment if these components do not occur is represented by the existing
bascline conditions for each of the issue areas {e.g. land use, landform alteration, transportation,
biological resources). In addition, a comparative evaluation of the impacts on cach issue area that
compares the preferred plan to each of the three scenarios is provided. For example, Table 5.10-3,
Page 353 pravides the levels of service for major roadway segments in the east under the existing
condition, the Preferred Plan, and the three scenarios.

As stated in Chapter 11, page 636, together with the three land vse scenartos and the Preferred
Scenario, four additional allernatives were evaluated as required by CEQA. One of these, the No
Project Alternative, described fully in Chapter 10, would continue to implement the adopted
General Plan and General Development Plan. In other words, it provides a comparison between
what 1s currently planned and what is proposed under the Preferred Alternative. Each major tssue
area included in the detailed impact analysis in Chapter 3 has been considered in the analyses for
the No Project Alternative and the other three altematives--the Reduced Project Alternative, the
Community Character Alternative, and the Reduced Traffic Impact Alternative. See also the
Response to Comment V-16.

Comment noted. The comment does not pertain to the adequacy or content of the dEIR. The
comment, however, will be forwarded it to the appropriate City decision making body.

See Response to Comment V-11.



6vT-dd

V-21

V.23

- VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT
CLOSE OF PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD FOR
DRAFT EIR 05-01
FEBRUARY 14, 2005

Rock Mountain Road and SR-125; its not accounted for and | would note that
there are significant land use changes adjacent to that site (a technology park

and town center).

Secondly, there is no real analysis of the necessity for heaith care facilities in the
east planning area. Whether the health care facilities are built or not, that impact
needs to be looked; it has significant environmental impact.

The third is, there is no treatment of the EAA's vorec site in Village 7. Its treated
as part of the planning area; its in fact, not available for development and wor't

be.

Finally, the elimination of Otay Valley Road west of La Media cuts off a major
source of access to the entire east planning area and is covered very briefly in
the DEIR and we don’t feel adequately.

Thank you.”

V-21 See Response to Comment V-14.

V-22 See Responsc to Comment V-135.

V-23  Sce Response to Comment V-12.

RESPONSE
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262 Sceond Avenue

November 2, 2005

Steve Power AICT
Environmental Projects Manager
City of Chula Vista

276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista CA 91910

HAND DELEIVERED AT PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC
HEARING

SUBJECT: Comments on Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
Proposed City of Chula Vista General Plan Updale

Dear Steve,

Crossroads IT has reviewed the proposed General Plun Update (GPU)
Recirculated Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR} and finds that it is
inaccurate and inadequate in disclosing environmental impacts that may result
from adoption of the GPU.

We helieve that the RDEIR is in violation of CEQA in that it fails to explain
how the timing of the release of this document does not constitute “plecemesnl
planning in that it is being released just before anticipated release of EIRs for the
Bayfront and Urban Core Specific Plan. The CEQA Guidelines specifically
state, “This section follows the principle that the EIR.. must show the big
picture of what is involved.”

We have, in addition to the above comment, attached specific comments on
various sections of the RDEIR.

We lodk forward to receiving a copy of the Final EIR.

Patrici¥ Aguilar
Presidehit

ATTACHMUNT — 8 pages

Chela Vista CA Ofvto 010427 7493 FAN 619691163
castil yrocds Dpcon el websiwercrossruerds 2 ore

W-1

RESPONSE

This comment stales that the timing of the GPU constitutes piecemeuling in that it is being
released before the anticipated release of the EIRs for the Urban Core Specific Plan and the
Bayfront. The dEIR for the GPU is not piecemealing. The GPU is a program level document that
establishes general land use categories and densities for the Urban Core.

The Urban Core Specific Plan will be consistent with the GPU and will constitute the next level of
project refinement und detail. Site specific uses and development standards will be established in
the Urban Core Specific Plan. It is appropriate that the Urban Core Specific Plan be considered
after adeption of the GP'U since it will serve to implement the policies and objectives established
by GPU for the Urban Core area.

As discussed in the dEIR (pages 584-385), the Port of San Diego is the lead agency for the
proposed Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan, Onty a portion of the actual Bayfront area 1s within
the Cily of Chula Vista. The Notice of Preparation for the Bayfront Master Plan EIR describes the
construction of approximatcly 2,000 residential units and over 1,000,000 square feet of retail and
commercial use in the Bayfront area. The dEIR considered Jand use designations for the Baytront
Planning Area under the adopted General Plan which constitutes a worst case scenario. The
cumulative analysis was based on the existing General Plan and the proposed Master Plan, and
found that development under the adopted General Plan resulted in greater impacts.
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W2

W-3

W-4

TRANSPORTATION

The Transportation section of the Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) sets an
inappropriate thresheld for judging the significance of traffic impacts due to
adoption of the GPU. Further, it does not fully disclose the traffic impacts that
could occur as a result of adopting the GPU. Specifically:

(1) The City of Chula Vista has an adopted a traffic circulation threshold. It W
is:

Citywide — Maintain LOS C or better, except { OS D can occur

for no more than two hours during peak periods.

West of I-805 — Signalized intersections that do not meet the

former standard may continue to operate at their 1991 LOS,

but should not worsen.

Threshold 2 (Circulation impacts) in the Transportation section of the RDEIR
establishes a completely new traffic circulation threshold that has NOT been
adopted by the city, nor have any public hearings been held on adopting a
new threshold. The FEIR must revise Threshold 2 and reanalyze traffic
impacts using the adopted traffic circulation threshold as the bhasis for
determination of significance.

This issue was raised in our September 10, 2004 response to the NOP.
In addition, this same error occurred, and was pointed out during the
comment period on the December 2004 version of this DEIR.

{2) The RDEIR does not disclose the traffic model assumptions that are
used in the Transportation analysis. Table 1.4-1 in Appendix E identifies 11
analysis scenarios (model runs) that offer various combinations of several
assumptions, including differing assumptions about land uses in Otay Mesa,
whether or not SR-125 is assumed to be a toll road or a freeway, and differing
assumptions about whether or not the Regional Transit Vision is implemented
or not. It is impossible to judge the validity of the traffic analysis without
knowledge of the most fundamental assumptions behind them. A discussion
regarding which of the 11 assumption scenarios is used in the traffic analysis,
and why that particular one is used, must be incorporated into the FEIR to fully
inform the decision-makers and public.

W4

Other undisclosed assumptions include:

« Assumptions made regarding Bayfront land uses,

« Assumptions regarding potential grade separated-trolley crossings.
This issue was raised in our September 10, 2004 response to the
NOP.

1 XR2:GPU RDEIR Comments

RESPONSE

This comment states that Lhe transportation section sets an inappropriate threshoid for judging the
significance of traffic impacts. The comment references the GMOC threshold for cormidors of LOS
C except for a period of no more than twn hours during which LOS D can occur, with the
inclusion of the proposed project. This is a short-term corridor threshold used to evaluate specific
projects. The existing performance standard of LOS C is not appropriate for the long-range
analysis in the GPU EIR. See Response to Comment M-25.

This comment requests a disclosure of traffic model assumptions that are used in the analysis. It
questions which of the 11 assumption scenarios was used in the wraffic analysis and why they were
used. The trafTic technical study reports 11 model runs that were used as part of the evaluation of
the General Plan Update. The impact analysis of plan alternatives discussed in the dEIR was
based on *. .. Year 2030 conditions based on a plan-to-ground assessment . .. (Appendix E:Page
13and Page 349 of the dEIR). The model tuns associated with this analysis are specified as
Scenarios T1, 11, IV, and V as addressing Scenarios 1, 2, 3, and the Preferred Plan and described in
Tuble 1.4-1 of the traffic technical report. The dEIR has been revised to include Table F4.1 as
follows:

The project’s circulation impacts were determined based on a comparison of long-term future
conditions to existing conditions (i.e., “plan-to-ground™). The traffic implications of proposed
land use/transportation network altcrnatives were evaluated using the SANDAG TRANPLAN
regional tratfic model, which is based on Series 10 employment and population projections for the
San Diego region. This computerized model takes land usc and transpertation netwark information
as inputs and estimates the volumes of Ivaffic on existing and future roadways under long-term
future conditions using the four-step Urban Transportation Planning Process. Table 5.10-3
sumnmarizes the land use and network assumptions for each alternative evaluated in the study. The
planning “horizon year” for this study is the Year 2030. Regional transportation inlrastructure
was modeled using SANDAG’s “reasonably expected” Mobility 2030 assumptions. The impact
analysis assumed that the city was built eut in 2030, but that the surrounding area was consistent
with the SANDAG land use assumptions for the year 2030,

This comment states that the dEIR does not disclose the modeling assumptions concerning the
Bayfront and grade separated trolley crossings. The comment indicates that Bayfront land uses and
grade separated trolley crossings were not specified. The traflic analysis assumed the currently
adopted circulation system except as modified by the network changes identificd on pages 350-
353 of the dEIR.

The traffic analysis did not assumc grade separated trolley cressings. The analysis used the
adopted Bayfront Master Plan as explained on pages 584-585 of the dEIR. The effect of grade
separation was evaluated, but the impact analysis assumed the worst case, no separation condition.
This analys:s evaluated different options for the trolley line to pass beneath E Street and H Street.
In all cases, the traffic study recommended that H Street be constructed as a six-lane roadway
from 1-5 to Broadway, regardless of the option selected given high forecasted volumes on that
segment. The discussion of grade separation can be {ound in Appendix A, Benefits of ‘Trolley
Gruade Separation. (o the traffic technical study (see Appendix E of the dEIR).
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(3) The RDEIR fails to disclose the potential impact an city streets due to
the fact that SR-125 will be a toll road. Because it will be a toll read, many
people will use city streets to avoid paying the toll. "Toll avoidance” behavior
is a known phenomenacn among traffic engineers. Published studies have
examined and verified it. The failure to disclose, discuss and analyze this
issue in the RDEIR is especially egregious in this case because the GPU
proposes a circulation plan that provides a free, paralle! alternative to SR-125
_ the combination of La Media and Otay Lakes Rd. between SR-9056 and
Bonita Rd.

4) Eurther, the RDEIR dees not disciose the fact the City of San Diego is
considering changes to the Otay Mesa Community Plan. New land uses in
Otay Mesa may put additional traffic pressure on La Media- Otay Lakes Rd.,
which will join SR-805 in Otay Mesa tc Bonita Rd. in Chula Vista. Because the
RDEIR does not disclose the assumptions underlying the Transportation
analysis, the decision-maker cannot know what Otay Mesa land use
assumptions are being made, and therefore cannot come to an informed
judgment regarding the validity of the traffic analysis. (See item 2 above.}

The FEIR must explicitly disclose and analyze the Otay Mesa land use issue
as it may affect traffic in Chula Vista.

XR2:GPU ROFIR Comments
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RESPONSE

This comment states that the dEIR fails to disclose the potential impact due to the fact that SR-123
will be & 10l] road, As indicated on page 31 of the traffic technical report (see Appendix E), "aAll
YVear 2030 scenarios assume that SR-125 will operate as a tollway.” The dEIR has been revised Lo
include the following:

The future condition was determined for the Preferred Plan und each of the
scenarios was evaluated by comparing the existing level ol service to the future
levels of service by scenario (see Table 5.10-4). In addition. all Year 2030 scenarios
assumne (hat SR-125 will operate as a toftway. The following results are organized
by each component of Threshold 2.

The impact analysis presented in the dEIR was based on this assumption, which is the most
conservative.

This comment states thal the dEIR does not disclose the fact that the City of San Dicgo is
considering changes to the Otay Mesa Community Plan. The analysis did consider the potential
Otay Mesa Communily Plan under consideration by the City of San Diego. See Response 1o
Comments E-6 and E-7 Pages 50 and 51 of the traffic technical report discuss the Otay Mesa
Community Plan update being considered by the City of San Diego. That discussion concluded
that:

Given the relatively limited and localized impacts associated with the Otay Mesa
community plan update under Buildout conditions, it is concluded that results of
the analysis contained in Section 1.4 and 1.5 of this report are valid in the context
of the City of San Diego's proposed action. No additional analysis 1s
recommended.

Sections 1.4 and 1.5 as referred to in this conclusion are the basis for rhe impact analysis and
significance conclusions presented in the dEIR.
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AIR QUALITY

Threshold 1: Conflict with or Cbstruct Implementation of the Applicable Air
Quality Plan

The RDEIR is inadequate in that it fails to disclose feasible mitigation
measures for conflicts with applicable air quality plans, which is identified as a
significant adverse impact that can only be mitigated by changing the RAQS,
which are not under the jurisdiction of the city. Mitigation measures that can
be implemented by the city include: reduction in proposed density; seeking
grants that would allow the city to reward people who purchase clean vehicles
or install solar power; and requiring betier energy efficiency in construction of
new buildings. While these mitigation measures wiil probably not reduce the
impact to the Conflict threshold to less than significant, these and cther such
measures would reduce the significance of the impact somewhat, are under
the jurisdiction of the city, and should be identified in the FEIR.

Threshold 4: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant
Concentrations

The RDEIR incorrectly analyzes impacts of the GPU in relation to Air Quality
Threshold 4. The RDEIR concludes, “The potential for development under the
preferred plan to result in a land use that would viclate an air quality standard
or contribute to an existing violation is self-mitigating...” But this conclusion is
unrelated to the threshold. The threshold is not “violate an air quality
standard” or “contribute to an existing violation.” The threshold is, “Expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.” So, while the
Policy EE-6.4 may self-mitigate against violating an air quaiity standard or
contributing to an existing violation, it does not self-mitigate against exposure
of sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations.

On the contrary, the GPU may deliberately expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. The California Air Resources Board
(CARB) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (April 2005) contains the
following:

Recommendation

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 fi. of a
freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicle/ day, or rural roads
with 50,000 vehicles/day.

The GPU ignores this recommendation form the CARB, which is based on an
extensive series of health studies. The GPU deliberately sites “new sensitive
fand uses” (high density, residentially designated land) within 500 ft. of |-5
This impact is NOT self-mitigated by Palicy EE-6.4. The FEIR should fully
disclose these facts, should find that the impact of the GPU on sensitive

XR2:GPU RDEIR Comments
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RESI'ONSE

This comment states that the dEIR is inadequatc because it fals to disclose feasible mitigation
measures for conflicts with applicable plans. The conclusion in the dEIR that the proposed
General Plan Update will conflict with applicable plans is based on the fact that because the
propased land use changes would be inconsistent with the adopted General Plan upon which the
RAQS was based, the General Plan Update would net conform to the current RAQS (see page 415
of the dEIR). If a project is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, it is not consistent with the
growth assumptions 1n the RAQS. Consequently, the proposed General Plan Update would
conflict with the adopted air plan. Issues associated with reducing air quality impacts are
discussed under subsequent thresholds.

As discussed in Seetion 5.11.3.1 (page 399) of the dEIR, the City has a COz Reduction Plan that
aims to reduce CO» emissions to 80 percent of 1990 levels by the year 2010. The plan cstablished
20 action micasures in order to achieve this goal. Several of those measurcs are directly supported
by the proposed General Plan Update. These include:

» Enhanced pedestrian connections to transit
o Increased housing density near transit

o Site design with transit orientation

s Increased land use mix

e Bicycle lanes, paths, and routes

» Increased employment densily near transit

Although measures, such as pedestnan trails, on-strect bicycle paths, and an emphasis on public
transit, have been incorporated into the proposed General Plan Update to lessen air quality
impacts, because the General Plan Update is not consistent with the growth assumptions used to
develop the RAQS, there is a conflict with an applicable plan. It should be noted. however, that
the nature of the General Plan Update’s land use plan and policies could very well represent an
improvement to air quality, in that it stresses walkuble communitics and transit oriented/mixed use
development.
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AIR QUALITY

Threshatd 1: Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of the Applicable Air
Quality Plan

The RDEIR is inadequate in that it fails to disclose feasible mitigation
measures for conflicts with applicable air guality plans, which is identified as a
significant adverse impact that can only be mitigated by changing the RAQS,
which are not under the jurisdiction of the city. Mitigation measures that can
be implemented by the city include: reduction in proposed density; seeking
grants that would allow the city to reward people who purchase clean vehicles
or install sclar power; and requiring better energy efficiency in construction of
new buildings. While these mitigation measures wili prabably not reduce the
impact to the Conflict threshold to less than significant, these and cther such
measures would reduce the significance of the impact somewhat, are under
the jurisdiction of the city, and should be identified in the FEIR.

Threshold 4: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant
Concentrations

The RDEIR incorrectly analyzes impacts of the GPU in relation to Air Quality
Threshold 4. The RDEIR concludes, “The potential for development under the
preferred plan to result in a land use that would violate an air guality standard
or contribute to an existing violaticn is seli-mitigating...” But this conclusion is
unretated to the threshold. The threshold is not “violate an air quality
standard” or “contribute to an existing violation.” The threshold is, "Expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.” So, while the
Policy EE-6.4 may self-mitigate against violating an air quality standard or
contributing to an existing violation, it does not self-mitigate against exposure
of sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations.

On the contrary, the GPU may deliberately expose sensitive recepters to
substantial pollutant concentrations. The California Air Resources Board
(CARB) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (April 2005) contains the
following:

Recommendation

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 ft. of a
freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicle/ day, or rural roads
with 50,000 vehicles/day.

The GPU ignores this recommendation form the CARB, which is based on an
extensive series of health studies. The GPU deliberately sites “new sensitive
land uses” (high density, residentially designated land) within 500 ft. of I-5.
This impact is NOT self-mitigated by Policy EE-8.4. The FEIR should fully
disclose these facts, should find that the impact of the GPU on sensitive

XR2:GPU RDEIR Comments
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RESPONSE

“This comment states that the dEIR incorrectly analyzes impacts in relation to Threshold 4 in that it
concluded that the potential for development under the Preferred Plan to result in a land use that
would violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing violation is setf mitigating. The
comment addresses the statement on page 419 of the dEIR in Section 5.11.5 Mitigation Measures.
This statement is an error and refers to Threshold 2 rather than Threshold 4. The text of this
paragraph has been revised.

The analysis of Threshold 4 is presented on Pages 403 and 415, with the Level of Significance
Prior to Miligation presented on Pages 416 and 417 of the dEIR. That conclusion is that the
potentiat for development under the Preferred Plan or any of the Scenarios to expose sensitive
receptors o substantial pollutant concentrations is self-mitigated and not significant because
Policy EE 6.4 of the proposed General Plan Update avoids the placement of a sensitive receiver
within 1,000 feet of major toxic air emitters and Policy EE 6.10 requires analysis of health nsk
resulting from new development or redevelopment projects within 500 feet of a highway. In
addition, pollutant concentrations resulting from CO hotspots is self-mitigated and not significant
because the adoption of Policy LUT 14.2 requires the Cily to optimize and maintain the
performance of the traffic signal system and the street system, to [acilitate traffic flow and to
minimize vehicular pollutant emission levels.

The statement under Section 5.11.5 on Page 419 has been modified in the Final EIR to reflect this
conclusion. There are no new tmpacts as a resuit of the modification.

The California Air Resources Board Arr Quality and Land Usc Handbook is “advisory and does
not establish regulatory standards of any kind.” However, comments will be forwarded to the
appropriate City Decision making body.
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receptors (Threshold 4) is significant, and then either propose mitigation
measures or a new alternative to the Preferred Plan and its Scenarios that
precludes new residential development within 500 fi. of freeways.

4 XR2:GPU RDEIR Comments
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PUBLIC SERVICES

Parks and Recreation

The Parks and Recreation sub-section of the Public Services section
of the RDEIR contains an error in table 5.13-12. This table identifies
two parks in the Central area that footnote 2 calls “proposed but not
yet programmed.” The Public Facilities and Services element of the
GPU {Fig. 8-8/PFS-39) refers to the Woodlawn Avenus/F St. park as a
“potential” park, not a future park. As such it should not be counted in
a table labeled “Existing and Future Park and Recreation Facilities."

Further, the RDEIR is incorrect when it concludes that “Impacts to the
provision of park and recreation services would be avoided
because...complying with Objective GM1." Objective GM1is
“Concurrent public facilities and services.” The policies under this
objective refer to the threshold standards in the city's Growth
Management program. However, the city’s Growth Management
threshold for parkland only applies east of 1-805. (See page 489 of
the RDEIR.) Therefore, there is no city standard requiring that parks
west of 1-805 be constructed concurrently with need. Therefore,
impacts to provision of park and recreation facilities west of 1-805 are
not avoided by complying with Objective GM1, because GM1 only
applies east of I-805. Therefore, the RDEIR conclusion that impacts
to provision of parks and recreation services are avoided by
compliance with GM1 is incorrect. The FEIR should conclude that
impacts to provision of park and recreation services are potentially
significant due to the fact that GM1 dos not apply city-wide.

Schools

The Schools sub-section of the Public services section of the RDEIR
is misleading because it contains a critical internal contradiction
regarding the number of additional elementary schools needed as
result of new development west of 1-805. Table 5.13-10 indicates that
under the Preferred Plan 3.87 additional elementary schools are
needed in northwest, 1.75 additional elementary schools are needed
in southwest, and 2 additional elementary schools are needed in the
east. Then the following conclusion is stated: “As seen in Table 5.13-
10, no additional elementary schools would be required in the west
upon build out of the Preferred Plan; two would be needed in the
east.” (page 478) Either the above conclusion or the table is incorrect.

The issue of providing additional schools on the west side is a critical
one for the decision makers and public. As the EIR states (page 478),
“School sites in western Chula vista have little capacity for facility
expansion. A significant level of funding, which is not currently

(v}
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RESPONSE

The comment states that there is an error in Table 5,13-12 of the GPU EIR. It states that because
Fig. 8-8 of the GPU PFS depicts the Woodlawn/F St. park as a “Polential” park, and the footnote
16 Table 5.13-12 of the EIR states that the park is “proposed hut not yet programmed” that the
park should not be counted in the table 5.13-12 titled “SUMMARY OF EXISTING AND
FUTURE PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES”. Figure 8-8 of the GPU PFS depicts
exisling, potential and future parks. Potential and Future parks are both planned for; however,
Potential parks are not a part of an adopted implementing plan and Future parks are. As aresult
and to add clarity, a footnote will be added 1o Table 3.13-12 of the GPU EIR stating “Note: Fulure
parks and recreation facilities include proposed parks that are not yet planned or programmed”

This comment states that the dEIR is incorrect when it concludes that impacts to the provision of
park and recreation services would be avoided by complying with Objective GMI. The
conclusion that there are no impacts to the provision of parks does not rely on Objective GM 1.

Section 5.13.5.4. Level of Significance Prior to Mitigation, indicates that the Chula Vista
Municipal Code, Section 17.10 (the Park Development Ordinance — PDO) applies a standard ol
three acres of park land for every 1.000 people to all new development, and since the park demand
forecast as resulting from the adoption of the Plan or any of the Scenarios results from population
associated with new development. compliance with the PDO assures provision of three acres of
dedicated park land for every 1,000 people for all new development. As a result. there is no
significant impact to parks as a result of the adoption of the proposed General Plan Updale.
Reference o Policies PFS 14,5, PFS 157 and GM 1.1 and 1.11 are also noted as reducing the
potential for impacts related to the provision of parks.

The comment states that the schools subsection of the public services section contains a critical
contradiction. See Response to Comment N-1.
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available, would be required to add the needed capacity and upgrade
outdated classrooms.” For these reasons, the issue of the number of
new elementary schools needed on the west side must be clarified in

the FEIR.

6 XR2:GPU RDEIR Comments
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W-13

HOUSING AND POPULATION
Threshold 1: Substantial Population Growth

The RDEIR describes the regional process of forecasting growth,
whereby SANDAG distributes regional housing and population growth
figures. Although population is acknowledged as a significant impact,
the RDEIR fails to acknowledge or analyze the fact that the proposed
GPU proposes an increase in population and housing well beyond
SANDAG's forecast. The FEIR must disclose this fact, and then
analyze its rationale as well as its potential environmental
consequences for the local area. The same comment applies to the
GROWTH INDUCEMENT section of the RDEIR.

Thresholds 2/3: Displaces Substantial Numbers of Existing
Housing/People

This section of the RDEIR remains as inadequate as the December 2004
edition, and for the same reasons. There is no quantified or geographical or
affordability analysis of housing units that would be displaced by the proposed
GPU. This section concludes that housing impacts are less than significant
because displaced housing units can be accommodated within the General
Plan area. The nature of the existing housing that would be impacted is not
disclosed. If older, lower cost housing is lost, newer housing will not repiace
this housing in kind, and people will be displaced.

The analysis seems to rest on two assumgptions to conclude that the impact is
not significant: 1) the timing is considered “temporary” and 2} the planned
number of units allowed under the General Plan exceeds the number to be
removed with implementation of the General Plan. Neither assumption is
adequate justification for a less than significant conclusion. A temporary
impact does not mean it is not significant, particularly because temporary in
General Plan timeframes (build out by 2030) could be a long time. Without
further analysis both significance thresholds of housing represent significant
impacts that should have been disclosed in the RDEIR. The re-designation
and intensification of land use categories, particularly within the Urban Core
area, has the potential to displace substantial numbers of existing homes and
people, and represents a potentially significant impact that must be addressed
in the FEIR.

This issue was raised in our September 10, 2004 response to the NOP.

7 XR2'GPU RDEIR Comments

RESPONSE

W-12 SANDAG's growth projections arc based on the current adopted land usc plans and policies as

they stand today. Therefore, SANDAG used the adopted General Plan land uses to determine the
projected population growth. This represents the increase in population from SANDAG’s
projections and the General Plan Update projections. SANDAG produces these lung-range
forecasts of population. housing, employment. and demographic characteristics approximately
every four years. The growth projections will be revised by SANDAG based on the General Plan
Update once SANDAG Jorecasts their long-range projections again.

Page 579 of the dEIR concluded that while there will not be a substantial increase in regional
population as a result of the proposed Preferred Plan or any of the Scenanios, there will be a
substantial increase in the population in the City of Chula Vista compared to the existing
condition. This is considered a significant impact. However, the proposed General Plan Update 15
specifically intended to provide for the orderly growth of the City of Chula Vista, define the limits
to that growth, and act as 1 mechanism to accommodate and control future growth. Development
permitted by land use policy would provide needed housing for all income levels, create compact
and pedestrian-friendly urban development, and protect natural resources. The General Plan
Update would result in a more inclusive community, improve the balunce between housing and
employment, and foster a stable economic base and diverse employment opportunities (Page 578
of the dEIR).

The General Plan Update would provide guidance to citizens, developers, City staff, and decision-
makers over the next 25 vears, through the Year 2030. It pays particular attention to “Smart
Growth™ principles being promaoted throughout the country, California. and the region through
SANDAG’s Regional Comprehenstve Plan. The Smart Growth principles are incorporated in the
General Plan’s Vision and Themes, which guide the Land Use Plan and also provide the basis for
many of the Land Usc and Transportation Element’s policies {Pages 578 and 579 of the dEIR).

The dEIR concluded that growth inducing impacts from implementation of the General Plan
Update were significant and not mitigated. Page 601 of the dEIR states that because the General
Plan establishes land uses that can accommodate growth, thereby remaoving a barrier to growth in
the city, it i1s growth inducing. The issues discussed in the Environmental Impact Analysis scction
of the dEIR address the direct and indirect effects of this growth. Since there are impacts resulting
from issues associated with this growth, the growth-inducing irpacts of the proposed General
Plan Update area considered significant and not mitigated.

W-13 See Response 1o Comment M-5.



6S9T-dd

W-14

LANDFORM ALTERATION/AESTHETICS
Threshold 1; Scenic Resources and Vistas

The RDEIR concludes that implementation of policies in the GPU will not

result in a significant impact to scenic resources because the policies provide
opportunities to improve the city's appearance, and refers to Policy 13.4 that
requires special design considerations adjacent to designated scenic routes.

However, the RDEIR fails to disclose that the number of designated scenic
routes has been substantially reduced from the current adopted General Plan.
The FEIR should analyze this reduction, explain the rationale for it, and
consider the proposed reduction in scenic routes to pe a potentially significant
impact cn scenic resources.

8 XR2:GPU RDEIR Comments

RESPONSE

W.14 This comment states that the dEIR fails to disclose the number of designated scenic routes that
have been substantially reduced from the current adopted General Plan. The Preferred Plan
increases the mileage of the designated scenic routes. Scenic Routes are designated in Figure 5.4

of the GPU.
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W-15

ALTERNATIVES

The scenario forming the basis for the “Reduced Project Alternative” is not
credible. This scenaric was developed by “taking a combination of the least
developed. highest park and open space compenents for the Preferred Plan
and each of the scenarios for the areas that change.” This does not represent
a real alternative; instead it is just a combination of various elements of the
proposed plan.

A better way of defining the “Reduced Project” alternative would be to use
SANDAG's forecast for the region, which would reduce projected 2030
population by about 20,000 people. This should form the basis of the
"Reduced Project” alternative.

] XR2:GPU RDEIR Comments

RESPONSE

W-15 See Response to Comments M-8 und M-9.
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November 2, 2005

Mr. Paul Hellman
Environmental Projects Manager
City of Chala Vista

276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista, CA 91910

RE: Sierra Club San Diego Chapter comments on the DEIR for the Chula Vista General
Plan Update

Dear Mr. Hellman:

The Sierra Club San Diego Chapter welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Chula Vista General Plan Update (GPU). A Sierra
Club San Diego Chapter representative served on the Environment, Open Space. and Sustainable
Development Subcommitiee.

Some of the changes to the EIR do more honestly evaluate the effects of the GPU. More
significant and unmitigatable impacts are now acknowledged. This makes a stronger case for not
accepting the GPU in its current form.

Recirculation of the DEIR was a good move but it is still premature. The housing element
is currently being revised. Wailing for this element would hopefully provide mitigation for some
of the plans deficiencies, particularly the displacement issues. It is difficult to understand why
the city of Chula Vista is in such a big hurry to rush through its GPU. Other jurisdictions are
taking mere time and allowing lor more public discussion and contemplation.

Baseline:

Baselines should be on the street evaluations of present conditions not an unimplemented
existing plan or an outdated housing element. In particular the DEIR should net use citywide
averages. 2000 Census data shows the percentage of the population below the federal poverty
level for the 25 census tracts in Chula Vista west of the 805 is 15,712 out of 107,695 people, or
15%. The numbers for eastern Chula Vista are 3,169/72,841 or 4.3%. The percentage for the
entire county is 338,399 out of 2,722,408, or 12%. This is a huge difference between the cast
and the west. The GP'U and the DEIR do not adequately address thesc differences.

The population and housing section needs to insure these people are not displaced. If
some relocation is necessary to implement this plan it must be mitigated fully by payment of
moving expenses, simultaneous replacement of housing affordable to the people displaced
throl;gh a program [unded by the developer and/or government and be acceptable to the people
involved.

X-2

RESPONSE

The EIR used the current population and the total number of housing units within each of the
planning areas for the baseline comparisons (page 574 and Table 5.17-1). The total number of
housing units in the City of Chula Vista planning area as of January 1, 2004 was 74,231, with a
population of 222,300 people. Within the mcorporated City boundaries, there were 70,067 housing
units and 209,200 people. Table 5.17-2 compared the increase in population and housing units for
the Preferred Plan and all three Scenarios using existing conditions as the haseline for analysis and
not the existing General Plan. The EIR does not address socioeconomic effects of the project.
Section 13131 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines limits the discussion of environmental impacts to
physical changes in the environment. While the CEQA guidelines indicate that socioeconomic
effects can be used to determine the significance of an impact, they are not to be considered as an
environmental effect. Since the relative poverty levels of Chula Vista communities are socio
economic issues independent of physical changes, they were not addressed in the EIR.

This comment states that the displacement of people and housing units should both be considered
undisclosed. significant adverse impacts. See Response to Comment M-5.
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Air Quality: The significant negative impacts of the reduction in air quality caused by the GPU
must and can be mitigated for. A plan for getting the regulations changed is not satisfactory. This
is just an acknowledgement that more people and more traffic means dirtier air. The number one
mitigatien that would work is a reduction in density.

The city could go a step further than its current excellent policies to curb global warming
and reduce CQ; emissions by seeking grants that would allow it to actually reward people wio
choose to buy clean air vehicles and instail solar pancls. The CCA program is & positive step if it
is implemented in a way that will significantly increase the amount of renewable energy
produced within the city.

The city has the power to require every developer to produce 40% or more of the power
needed for his/her development. The city needs to use that power. The city could also require
40% better energy efficiency in all new construction instead of only 20% and LEED standard of
Gold. Since the majority of power produced is from fossil fuels, these new standards would have
a significant impact on air quality as well as upon energy availability.

The power plant is a significant potiuter of the air in Chula Vista. Eliminating the need
for that plant would help air quality considerably. It is not acceptable o say that the power plant
is outside of the GPU area. Its impacts are felt within the area and should be addressed in the
DEIR. The cloud of pollution from the plant impacis the health of the people now living in the
southwestern part of Chula Vista. The GPU is suggesting placing more people in this plume with
the proposed projects in the Palamar troiley arca, along south Broadway and South Third. Even
if a cleaner power plant were to replace the existing one it is inappropriate to place people in
range of its discharges. There is ample data available to provide a detailed analysis of these
health effects. The ARB handbook suggests a distance of 1000 feet between a power plant and
sensitive receptors (old, young and people with respiratory problems). This would include
medical facilities, nursing homes, day care, schools, and residences.

There are way Loo many homes within 500 feet of 805 and 5 right now. The new Air
Quatity Review Board’s Handbook includes much data verifying the health risks especially to
children from living within 500 feet of a busy road. There are many homes planned for along 125
and it backs up to the fence of Eastlake High School. Current state law says that schools need to
be sited further than 500 feet from a freeway. A freeway should not be sited adjacent to an
existing school. (ARB Handbook pp 8-10 http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.itm) The proposed
high density residential at E and H Sireet trolley stations needs to be sited more than 500 feet
from I-5. (See also: KEY STUDIES ON AIR POLLUTION AND HEALTH EFFECTS NEAR
HIGH-TRAFFIC AREAS Compiled by the Environmental Law and Policy Center and the Sierra
Ciub) Health assessments or having people sign Lability releases are neither ethical nor
acceptable alternatives to not placing residences in unhealthy locations.

hitp:www.nrde.org/health/etfects/fairpollasp lists some of the many negative health
effects caused by the breathing of diesel exhaust and the accompanying particulate matter. The
city is exemplary in requiring all the garbage trucks to use bio-diesel and the buses to use CNG,
but there are numerous other trucks particularly in the Main Street area. As the city grows denser
there will be more truck traffic to serve the increased businesses and residences. The city must
take a proactive role in encouraging fleets of trucks that frequent the city streets, as weli as
school buses to switch to bio-diesel or other cleaner burning fuels. The city also needs to enforce
the new regulaiions Limiting the amount of time trucks may idle.

Two simple mitigations involve landscaping. Two-stroke landscaping tools are used way
too frequently in the city. There is a need for an ordinance restricting their use. Developers
should also be required to plant more trees and other vegetation. Electric-powered or lesser
potluting construction equipment should be mandated and closer supervision of construction
sites to make sure all BMP’s are followed would make sure that increased construction did not
further degrade air guality.

X-3

X-4

RESPONSE

This comment recommends 2 reduction in density over that of the Preferred Plan to reduce
negative impacts to air guality. The General Plan Update includes alternative transit measures,
such as pedestrian trails, on-street bicycle paths, and an emphasis on public transit to lessen air
quality impacts (page 399 of the dEIR). The nature of the General Plan Update's lund use plan and
policies could very well represent an improvement to air quality, in that it stresses walkable
communities and transit oriented/mixed nse development {page 415 of the dEIR). Furthermore, it
is likely that with the next regional growth forccast conducted by SANDAG and the associated air
quality management plan that air quality improvements will be forecast. However, any type of
change 10 the adopted General Plan would lead to a plan inconsistency. Because of the plan
inconsistency and the timing of revisions to the RAQS, and until such time that the region is in
compliance with the Ozone and PM,g standards. the impact remains significant and unmitigated.

This comment does not rellect on the adequacy of the EIR. The comment, however, will be
forwarded it to the sppropriate City Decision making body.

The recirculated dEIR discussed the following five industrial facilities, including the power plant,
in the City of Chula Vista regarding their emission inventories and health risk assessments:

1. BF Goodrich/Rohr Industries

b

Hanson Aggregates at 7" and Main

3. Hanson Aggregates at Rock Mountain

4, Duke Energy. South Bay Power Plant (SBFP)
5. Ogden Power Pacific at the Otay Landfill

Table 5.11-11 of the dEIR provides the results of these health risk assessments. This table presents
the maximum lifetime cancer risk, cancer burden, and chronic and acute Total Health Hazards
Index {THI) for each facility. Public notification and risk reduction requirements are based on
these levels. Public notification is required if the maximum incremental cancer risk is 10 in
1,000,000 or greater and a significant risk is defined as 100 in 1,000,000, In addition, public
notification is required and a significant risk is determined if the cancer burden. chronic THI or
acute THI is 1.0 or greater. None of the Chula Vista facilitics addressed in the Program Report are
required to perform Public Notification or Risk Reduction because all are below the Public
Notification and Risk Reduction levels.

The California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook 1s “advisory and does
not establish regulatory standards of any kind.” However, comments will be forwarded to the
appropriate City Decision making body.
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Air Quality; The significant negative impacis of the reduction in air quality caused by the GPU
must and can be mitigated for. A plan for getiing the regulations changed is not satisfactory. This
is just an acknowledgement that more people and more traffic means dirtier air. The number one
mitigation that would work is a reduction in density.

The city could go a step further than its current excellent policies te curb global warming
and reduce CO; emissions by seeking grants that would allow it to actually reward people who
choose to buy clean air vehicles and install solar panels. The CCA program is a positive step if it
is implemented in a way that will significantly increase the amount of renewable energy
produced within the city.

The city has the power to require every developer to produce 40% or more of the power
needed for histher development. The city needs to use that power. The city could also require
40% better energy efficiency in all new construction instead of only 20% and LEED standard of
Gold. Since the majority of power produced is from fossil fuels, these new standards would have
a significant impact on air quality as well as upon energy availability.

The power plant is a significant polluter of the air in Chula Vista. Eliminating the need
for that plant would help air quality considerably. It is not acceptable to say that the power plant
is outside of the GPU area. lts impacts are felt within the area and should be addressed in the
DEIR. The cloud of pollution from the plant impacts the health of the people now living in the
southwestern part of Chula Vista. The GPU is suggesting placing more people in this plume with
the proposed projects in the Patamar trolley area, along south Broadway and South Third. Even
if a cleaner power plant were to replace the existing one it is inappropriate to place people in
range of its discharges. There is ample data available to provide a detailed analysis of these
health effects. The ARB handbook suggests a distance of 1000 feet between a power plant and
sensitive receptors (old, young and people with respiratory problems). This would include
medical facilities, nursing homes, day care, schools, and residences.

There are way too many homes within 500 feet of 805 and 5 right now. The new Air
Quality Review Board’s Handbook includes much data verifying the health risks especially to
children from living within 500 feet of a busy road. There are many homes planned for along 125
and it backs up to the fence of Eastlake High School. Current state law says that schools need to
be sited further than 500 fect from a freeway. A freeway should not be sited adjacent to an
existing school. (ARB Handbook pp 8-10 http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse. htm) The proposed
high density residential at E and H Street trolley stations needs to be sited more than 500 feet
from I-5. (See also: KEY STUDIES ON AIR POLLUTION AND HEALTH EFFECTS NEAR
HIGH-TRAFFIC AREAS Compiled by the Environmental Law and Policy Center and the Sierra
Club) Health assessments or having people sign liability releases are neither ethical nor
acceptable alternatives to not placing residences in unhealthy locations.

https/fwww.nrde.org/health/eftects/fairpoll.asp lsts some of the many negative health
effects caused by the breathing of diesel exhaust and the accompanying particulate matter. The
city is exemplary in requiring all the garbage trucks to use bic-diesel and the buses to use CNG,
but there are numerous other trucks particularly in the Main Street area. As the city grows denser
there will be more truck traffic to serve the increased businesses and residences. The city must
take a proactive role in encouraging fleets of trucks that frequent the city streets, as well as
school buses to switch to bio-diesel or other cleaner burning fuels. The city also needs to enforce
the new regulations limiting the amount of time trucks may idle.

Two simple mitigations involve landscaping. Two-stroke landscaping tools are used way
too frequently in the city. There is 2 need for an ordinance restricting their use. Developers
should also be required to plant more trees and other vegetation. Electric-powered or lesser
polluting construction equipment should be mandated and closer supervision of constructicn
sites to make sure all BMP’s are followed would make sure that increased construction did not
further degrade air quality.

RESPONSE

The recirculated dEIR concluded that the potential for development under the Preferred Plan or
any of the Scenarios to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations is self-
mitigated and not significant because of Policy EE 6.4 of the proposed General Plan Update
avoids the placement of a sensitive receiver withm 1,000 feet of major toxic air cmiters and
Policy EE 6.10 requires analysis of health risk resulting from new development or redevelopment
projects within 500 fect of highway (Page 406 of the dEIR).

The California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook is “advisory and does
not establish regulatory standards of any kind.”  We will, however, forward it to the appropnate
City Decision making body.

This comment docs not refiect on the adequacy of the EIR. Comment is noted and will be
forwarded to the appropriate City decision making body.
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Of course the best way to prevent a further worsening of air quality and increase of smog
is to reduce the number of C and D streets. Idling cars create more emissions (and jdling trucks
cause even more problems.) Every time there is an event al Coors and cars are in line for hours
air quality suffers. The delays now being experienced during rush hour and due to road
construction are greatly degrading our air quality with no further increase in population. The
proposed increases in population in the GPU must be mitigated by reducing traffic significantly.
This would require the investment of significant money inio a transportation system that is
cheaper, more efficient and convenient than using a car. This would be way beyond anything that
SANDAG would fund. A commitment to this expenditure of funds needs to be included as
mitigation.

The worsening of the current congestion on 1-5, 54 and 805 during daily rush
hours must be considered when evaluating the effects likely to be caused by the addition of the
Urban Core and the Bayfront proposed retail, residential and commercial. The additional
construction in South San Diego and the 80,000 new residents yearly in Tijuana aiso need to be
considered.

Housing squeeze play | As Tijuana grows at breakneck speed, it also struggles to provide
adequate, affordable homes. The city faces huge trade-offs in its sprawling devclopments.;
[1,2,3 Edition]

Sandra Dibble. The San Diego Union - Tribune. San Diego, Calif.: Nov 14,2004. pg. A.l

Chula Vista is near the end of the county’s cul de sac. Traffic from the south has to go
through Chula Vista to get to San Diego. Saying this is Caltrans’ problem is not satisfactory.
This is Chula Vista’s problem, and Chula Vista needs to do something about it.

The 1,000- foot buffer (without all the loop holes) around the landfill needs to be
reinstated. Light industry in the buffer zone is acceptable, but it needs to be of an adequate size
to protect residents. Also there needs 0 be a 500 foot or more buffer between most industrial
uses and residential. The maps for the southwestern area of Chula Vista and the east do not
appear to reflect this buffer. Again the ARB Handbook is very specifie, and these standards need
to be used as mitigation for these uses near residential.

All of the suggestions in the ARB Handbook should be incorporated into the GPU in
order to protect the health of all residents. The peaker plant off of Main Street was sited way too
close to residential. The GPU is suggesting moving the car repair, etc. shops to south Broadway.
This could cause a conflict with current residential uses nearby. The handbook has minimal
buffer distances that need to be considered. The Cumulative impacts of siting many different
types of activities near residential is documented in the handbook and needs to be discussed in
the FEIR with the only acceptable mitigation being placing them an appropriate distance from
residential.

Traffie: The extension of La Media Road over the Otay River should not be considered. The
munber one reason is the negative consequences to the habitat to be preserved as part of the
OVRP. Even a bridge of the same height as the 125 bridge would have huge negative impacts
upon these habitats. Nowhere is this analyzed in the RDEIR. Previous analysis is not relevant
since the population is much greater now and the amount of open space much less. Therefore,
every threal to habitat areas has been magnified in impact. This extension is foolish because it
gives a ready alternative to the toll road less than a mile away. See for a case in point:
hitp:/Awww.smb.com.awnews/opinion/for-whom-the-toll-bells-undereround-avoidance-and-
more-tratficabove/2005/10/10/1128796463397 Iuml. If there is an easy near by alternative
people will use it to the detriment of our neighborhoods. There should be an analysis of the
impact of this avoidance behavior on the neighborhoods of western and eastern Chula Vista.
There are already many drivers avoiding congestion on the existing freeways using city streets.
Parking is a traffic related issue that needs to be dealt with. Virtually every residence has
two cars, many more than two. This is because at least two adults are working to support the

X9

RESPONSE

Alternative transit measures. such as pedestrian trails, on-street bicycle paths. and an emphasis on
public transit, have been incorporated into the proposed General Plan Update to lessen air quality
impacts {pages 399 and 415 of the dEIR). The nature of the General Plan Update’s land use plan
and policies could very well represent un improvement to air quality, in that il siresses walkable
communities and transit oriented/mixed use development, Furthermore, it is likely that with the
next regional growth forecasts conducted by SANDAG and the associated air quality management
plan that air quality improvements will be forecast. A significant and not mitigated air quality
impact was identified (Page 416 of the dEIR}. Improved levels of service would reduce the
potential for hot spot air gualiry impacts. Hotspot air quality tmpacts are discussed on Pages 406
and 407 of the dEIR. It was determined that no significant impact occurs regarding CO hotspots.

The recirculated dEIR anatyzed the current effort underway to plan for the development of the
Baylront Plapning Area within the City as well as the Urban Core Specific Plan. Cumulative
impacts are not specifically assigned to Tijuana. To the extent that environmental conditions are a
result of the contributions from Mexico, they are included in the baseline on which the impact
analysis is based. For example, traffic volumes on area rouds do not distinguish between vehicle
trips originating in the United States or Mexico. As such, modeled conditions reflect contributions
from both countries. This comment does not address the adequacy of the dEIR. Comment is noted
and will be forwarded to the appropriate City decision making body.

As discussed in Response to Comments D-3 and D-4, above, this comment request (hat Scenarios
2 and 3 be revised in order to address inconsistencies between the Policy LUT 79.5 and the
propose residential uses around the Jandfill buffer, land uses proposed under Scenarios 2 and 3.
Policy LUT 79.5 of the General Plan Update limits land uses adjacent to the Oty Landfill to open
space and limited industrial uses or business parks. Policy LUT 79.5 addresses the Preferred Plan
fund uses. The EIR concludes that significant impacts under Scenarios 2 and 3 would occur
because both sccnarios place residential uses adjacent to the landfill and would be in conflict with
this proposed policy. The Preferred Plan is recommended by City staff. If the City Council
decides to adopt Scenarios 2 or 3, the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Censiderations for these
impacts will be required.

As discussed above, the Preferred Plan is recommended by City staff. The recirculated dEIR
concluded that significant impacts would occur with the approval of Scenario 2 or 3 as a result of
the placement of residential uses within the 1,000-foot buffer of the Oray Landfill. Mitigation
Measure 5.11-2 was established to reduce these impacts. Mitigation Measure 5.11-2 states the
following:

5.11-2 No residential use shall be permitted or constructed within 1,000 feet of the Otay Landfill
while the landfill is open and operating, unless a project specific analysis is completed
demonstrating to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review Coordinator that odor
effects are belew the odor thresholds for common compounds emitted by the landfill for
less than two percent of the time. One such compound would be hydrogen sulfide with an
odor threshold of 0043 ppm.
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Of course the hest way 1o prevent a further worsening of air quatity and increase of smog
is to reduce the number of C and D streets. Idling cars create more emissions (and idling trucks
cause even more problems.) Every time there is an event at Coors and cars are in line for hours
air quality suffers. The delays now being experienced during rush hour and due to road
construction are greatly degrading our air quality with no further increase in population. The
proposed increases in population in the GPU must be mitigated by reducing traffic significantty.
This would require Lhe investment of significant money into a fransportation system that is
cheaper, more efficient and conventent than using a ear. This would be way beyond anything that
SANDAG would fund. A commitment to this cxpenditure of funds needs to be included as
nitigation.

The worsening of the current congestion on I-5, 54 and 805 during daily rush
hours must be considered when evaluating the effects likely to be causcd by the addition of the
Urban Core and the Bayfront proposed retail, residential and commercial. The additional
construction in South San Diego and the 80,000 new residents yearly in Tijuana also need to be
considered.

Housing squeeze play | As Tijuana grows at breakneck speed, it also struggles to provide
adequate, affordable homes. The city faces huge trade-offs in its sprawling developments.;
[1,2,3 Editivn|

Sandra Dibble. The San Diego Union - Tribune. San Diego, Calif.: Nov 14, 2004. pg. A.1

Chula Vista is near the end of the county’s cul de sac. Traffic from the south has to go
through Chula Vista to get to San Diego. Saying this is Caltrans’ problem is not satisfactory.
This is Chula Vista’s problem, and Chula Vista needs to do semething about it.

The 1,000- foot buffer (without all the loop holes) around the landfill needs to be
reinstated. Light industry in the buffer zone is acceptable, but it needs to be of an adequate size
1o protect residents. Also there needs to be a 500 foot or more buffer between most industrial
uses and residential. The maps for the southwestern area of Chula Vista and the east do nol
appear to reflect this buffer. Again the ARB Handbook is very specific, and these standards need
to be used as mitigation for these uses near residential.

All of the suggestions in the ARB Handbook should he incorporated into the GPU in
order to protect the health of all residents. The peaker plant off of Main Street was sited way too
close to residential. The GPU is suggesting moving the car repair, eic. shops to south Broadway.
This could cause a conflict with current residential uses nearby. The handbook has minimal
buffer distances that need to be considered. The Cumulative impacts of siting many diffcrent
types of activities near residential is documented in the handbook and nceds to be discussed in
the FEIR wilth the only acceptable mitigation being placing them an appropriate distance from
residential.

Traffie: The extension of La Media Road over the Otay River should nol be considered. The
number one reason is the negative consequences to the habitat to be preserved as part of the
OVRP. Even a bridge of the same height as the 125 bridge would have huge negative impacts
upon these habitats. Nowhere is this analyzed in the RDEIR. Previous analysis is not relevant
since the population is much greater now and the amount of open space much less. Therefore,
every threat to habitat areas has been magnified in impact. This extension is foolish because it
gives a ready alternative to the toll road less than a mile away. Sce for a casc in point:
hitp//wwav.smh.com.awnews/opinion/tor-whom-the-toll-bells-underground-avoidance-and-
more-iralficabove/2005/10/10/1 128796463397 html. If there is an easy near by alternative
people will use it Lo the detriment of our neighborhoods. There should be an analysis of the
impact of this avoidance behavior on the neighborhoods of western and eastern Chula Vista.
There are already many drivers avoiding congestion on the existing freeways using city streets.
Parking is a trafTic related issue that needs to be dealt with. Virtually every residence has
two cars, many more than two. This is because at Jeast two adults are working to support the
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X-11 This comment does not retlect on the adequacy of the EIR. The California Air Resources Board
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Alr Quality and Land Use Handbook is “advisory and docs not establish regulatory standards of
any kind.” However, comments will be forwarded to the appropriate City decision making body.
Comrment noted.

The dEIR does not evaluate the tmpacts ol the relention ol the existing circulation system
classifications or location. It addresses the proposed changes to that system. Nc changes are
proposed for the La Media Road extension across the Otay River valley. The exact timing of the
La Media Road improvements is nol known at this time, and its schedule is likely to be impacted
by the availability of funding sources, environmental analysis, and other considerations. For the
purposes of the General Plan Update, La Media Road is anticipated 10 be in place by the Year
2030.

Objectives LUT 30, 31 and 32 of the General Plan Update address parking in detail. All projects
will have to confirm to the City of Chula Vista parking standards in effect at the time of approval.
The General Plan Update will not result m land uses being inconsistent with the City’s parking
requircments.
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family. Looking at voter registration rolls one can see that there actnally are 3 or more adults in
many of the residences in Chula Vista and the rest of San Diego. The amount of parking needs to
be increased. In Southwestern Chula Vista it is difticult for two cars to pass each other on some
of the streets becausc the narrow streets are lined with parked cars. One of the worst streets is
Oxford. Suggesting that Oxford become part of a city center for the southwest makes no sensc.

it is important to use current information about average pumber of residents per
household when estimating the amount of traffic generated by the new residences. The
predictions in the DEIR are based upon old assumptions and conditions, not current ones. The
traffic situation is likely to become far worse than predicted quite quickly.

Population and Housing: The GPU clearly creates significant unmitigated impacts in both these
areas. Possibly when the housing element is adopted some of the impacts may be mitigated, but
at this time they are significant. Adding the significant amount of residences suggested by this
GPU will displace many existing residents. Many of these residents now live in lower priced
older housing. Building a $300,000 dwelling will not provide housing for someone now living in
a low rent rental, a trailer, or a paid for house. Possible mitigations: Any developer of housing
should be required to build an adequate percentage of housing affordable to the people who will
be displaced by the implementation of the GPU to insure that they witl have a place to live.
Affordable housing must be provided simultaneously with jobs providing adequate wages to
afford the housing or there is no smart growth advantage. Priority in hiring needs to be given to
local residents as well as priority in housing, if there is going to be any possibility of reducing
commuting.

For the last 8 years the city of Chula Vista has been providing significantly more
residences than jobs. It has been developing as a bedroom commumity. This has significantly
effected the traffic situation.

Table B.3-13 Rcgion-Wide Historical Population, Housing, and Employment Data

1990 2000 2004 % Change 1% Change

W u.rifdig‘ﬁoll 1990-2000 _ 2000-2004
iCity of Chula Vista
Total Population

i135,160**  1174,319** 17%

Total Housing Units 49,846+ 59,333%*  [70,067* 9% 15%

209,133* ro%
1

[Total Employment*** 0,740 70,540 74,180 16% 5%

The significant density and housing increases in the GPU, especially in Otay Ranch would
indicate a continuance of this pattcrn. There is a technology/research park along 125 in the plan,
but the city has already allowed two shopping centers to occupy a part of this land. Shopping
Centers do not provide the job quality needed to afford the houses being built in Otay Ranch,
even if two or mere families share a home. The university and the educational and commercial
acreage shown for West Fairfield as well as the provision for added industrial in several areas
offer the possibility of more quality jobs, but on the surface it appears the GPU will continue this
troubling trend because instead of slowing down housing growth and allowing jobs to catch up it
is accelerating the housing. The EIR needs to analyze the consequences upon Community
Character, traffic, population and air quality of this troubling trend.

Public Services: There are places reserved in the east for new parks and schools, but nowhere on
the maps are similar places shown in the west. The schools are already overcrowded in the west.
The amount of park acreage is already inadequate. (Even if the two new parks predicted are
considered.) The two libraries in the west have limited if any space for expansion. The new
Animal Shelter is already full to capacity and in need of expansion. Hoping that San Diego will
be able to sell Chula Vista additional sewage capacity considering the situation of San Diego is
not adequate future planning.
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The traffic impact analysis was evaluated using the SANDAG TRANPLAN regional traffic
model. which is based on Series 10 employment and population projections for the San Diego
region. This computerized model takes land use and transportation network informalion as inputs
and estimates the volumes of traffic on existing and future roadways under long-term future
conditions using the four-step Urban Transportation Planning Process. This process includes trip
generation, mode split. trip distribution and traffic assignments. These are the accepted parameters
for assessing regional waffic impacts. The comment provided does not identify an alternative
approach to lrip generation rates.

See Respense to Comment M-5. Additionally, the analysis conducted in the dEIR was completed
for the land use designations in the Preferred Plan and three Scenarios and compared the effect of
those scenarios to the adopter General Plan and the existing conditions. To the extent thal the
proposed plan represents a given jobs housing balance, the analysis evaluated the effect of that
jobs housing balance on the issues of transportation, community character, population and
housing, and air quality.

This comment addresses the proposed project itself and does not reflect on the adequacy of the
EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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It is extremely questionable that there is adequate water for these 100,000 new residents.
Sweetwater authority wisely has responded to the NOP for this update that they can only respond
to individual projects, and “there is always a vulnerability when you must rely on an external
source to provide water supply.” Sweetwater can currently supply all its customers from local
sources during wet times of the year, but this obviousty will not be the case if it must go from
providing 3.22 mgd to 15.91 mgd. It seems very foolish to force Sweetwater to increase its
reliance on CWA water, when so many other places in CA are also relying on this water. San
Diego and Sweetwater both have reservoirs that can provide up to 6 months storage if something
were Lo happen to an agueduct. On the other hand Otay is completely dependent on aqueduct 4
for all its water. Otay Water District is busily building more tanks to increase its storage from the
current 5 days. An agreement with San Diego will get it to 10 days. It does not seem likely that
its hope the CWA will bail it out in a disaster from its reservoirs is realistic since other water
authorities are counting upon this water for their customers as well. OWD is counting on
conservation and the use of recycled water to increase its supply from .09 mgd to 8.0F mgd
required by the preferred plan. If an earthquake breaks an aqueduct Otay customers may find
themselves in a difficult position. This unreliability is a big reason that all this density should be
questioned.

Energy: The city has done a lot to promote energy conservation and with the CCA program will
hopefully be providing greener energy in the future, but the city needs to start mandating green
building, 40% energy conservation, and the use of solar on all new construction. The city has the
power to require these things and should use that power.

Storm Water:

Tt is extremely important that improved BMP’s for storm water runofT be a part of this
DEIR. The RWQRB recently sent Chula Vista a Jetter informing them of the need to do more for
their new permit. Instead of arguing about it the city should insure that more is done in new
construction, These improved standards need to be incorporated in pre-construction regulations.
The ordinance preventing the use of devises to trap and filter runoff from roofs needs to be
changed. With increasing mid-rise buildings and possible parking structures these filters become
even more important, The GPU will increase impermeable surfaces considerably. This will
increase runoff. There needs to be stricter guidelines to prevent stream gouging and erosion from
storm runoff in new development. This is a great problem in canyons near existing developed
areas. Some kind of retention basins have to be devised, possibly underground, to hold the run-
off for ireatment before discharge or preferably to allow the run-off to soak into the ground.

Landform Alterations/Biological Resourees: It is noted that the recirculated DEIR now finds
significant adverse impacts in these areas. The new language proposing to be more sensitive to
the OVRP when uses are planned adjacent o it is a positive change. Being satisfied with the
situation however is not commendable. There are mitigations that would not restore what has
been lost but help prevent further damage.

Chula Vista needs to implement greater incentives and penalties to use green
technologies for water conservation and reclamation, source reduction, and energy choices. It
needs to have stricter laws requiring the reduction of pesticides and fertilizers.

1t needs to increase the percentage of native plants required in every new project-
residential, commercial, educational, and indusirial. The San Diego Chapter of the California
Native Plants Society would be happy to make suggestions about appropriate plants. At the very
least any construction within 1,000 feet of an open space area should be required to use native
plants.
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Sec Response to Comment P-1.

This comment addresses the proposed project itself and does not reflect on the adequacy of the
EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Development of the Preferred Plan would increase the residential, commercial, and industrial uses
within the city compared to existing conditions, which would result in an increase in the amount of
impervious surfaces and ornamental landscaping, and therefore an 1increase in runoff. The
recirculaied dEIR concludes (hat compliance with policies associated with the proposed Objective
EE 2 would minimize the potential for adverse impacts Lo surface water and groundswater quality
resulting from development completed in compliance with the proposed General Plan Update. As
discussed on page 327 of the dEIR, conformance with policy EE 2.4 would ensure compliance
with current federal and state water quality regulations, including the implementation of applicable
NPDES requircments and the City’s Pollution Prevention Policy. Policy EE 2.5 would include
construction and land development techniques to minimized water quality impacts. This would be
achieved by the preparation and implementation of an approved SWPPP and monitoring/testing
program, with pollution cantrol technology, and/or best management practices pursuant to
direction by the SWRCB und the applicable RWQCB office. The conformance to Policies EE22
through EE 2.7 and o all federal. state, and regional water quality objectives would ensure that
impacts to surface water and groundwater quality from specific developments would not be
significant.

The comment makes recommendations for the City relative to green technology, appropriate
plants, and conservation. Although this comment does not address the adequacy of the dEIR, the
GPU has objectives and policies in place in regards o green technologies, water conservation and
reclamation, the usc of pesticides and fertilizers, and encrgy conservation and choices.
Additionally, the MSCP contains standards and regulations for any development adjacent to the
MSCP Preserve.
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The city should not permit any plant listed as invasive by the City of San Diego.
University of California Cooperative Extension, California Invasive Plant Council, California
Department of Food and Agriculture, and the California Native Plant Society to be planted
anywhere in any new project in the city. Currently every open spacc “preserve area” is infested
with Tamarisk, Arundo, Pampas Grass and other plants that often can be traced to near by homes
or upstream areas. Education is what the MSCP calls for, but it obviously has mot been
implemented in existing developments. Ordinances, CCRs and deed restrictions need to be used
in new developments, and the city needs to follow through with homeowners in existing
developments. The city is also guilty of potentially causing infestation of open space with its
planting of ornamental grasses along Auto Park Way. These grasses produce abundant seeds
carried by wind and birds. Native grasses should have been planted here. In fact the city should
be a good role model and tear them ail out and replace them with appropriate native grasses.

The scenario thal would allow the filling in of a part of Wolf Canyon is nol consistent
with the promise of long-term preservation in the MSCP. Also some of the grading practices are
questionable along Wolf Canyon. One wonders if the result might not be the landslides suffered
in Oceanside due to expansive clay soils.

In Salt Creck Canyon a golf course and a community park have been allowed to intrude
upon the canyon. Non-native plants have been planted around over views. This is not consistent
with the major revegetation of the arca after the sewer lines were put in.

The suggestion to put the Wolf Canyon sewer line under the road is much preferable than
using the canyon and has the potential to preserve more of its biological rcsources than was done
at Salt Creek. The lower part of Salt Creek goes through the land designated for the University.
There need to be very strict guidelines to protect this part of the creek from further destruction.
Alta Road must not cross the canyon as previously agreed and no commercial recreation should
oceur at jts mouth in the OVRP. There also need to be concrcte guidelines insuring the
preservation of the fragile and rare alkaline riparian nature of Salt Creck. The MSCP does not
deal with this.

The expansion of Knotf's is mentioned, but no mitigation is suggested nor is it
obvious as to how this can happen since it now has houses close to it.

It is notable that the Wild Life Refuge is mentioned in the section on West Fairfield. We
are in disagreement with the designation of the Fenton Ponds as “developed.” Jurisdictional or
not they are clearly water bodies in a flood plain that need to be protected under the no loss of
wetlands provisions of both the city of San Diego and the city of Chula Vista MSCP sub area
plans.

The preferred plan for West Fairfield designating low density, low- rise commercial or
educational job creating development with the express purpose of protecting the Wildlife Refuge
is noted and applauded. We would prefer to see a specified buffer size of 500 feet or more
instead of “as appropriate” and will pursue this issue in project EIR’s.

The south side of the Otay River has very visible housing coming down to the edge of the
river. There needs o be some assurance that the same thing will not happen on the north side.
Surely houses can be kept up away from the river and hidden from view. This was not done with
the commercial and industrial development, but the city now has a chance to do things the right
way.

We are concerned that the wildlife corridors are not large enough to allow for the safe
movement of wildlife between Salt Creek Canyon, Wolf Canyon, Pogee Canyon, Mother Miguel
Mountain and the Gtay River. There are places where the corridor is quite narrow, other places
where it is alongside a busy road, and there is no safe crossing of Olympic Parkway. The
pedestrians are going to have an overpass, but the wildlife have nothing. Salt Creek as previously
mentioned has a community park in its canyon right across from a swimming pool and pond in a
development. An animal would have te walk in the creek itself to pass this area. There appears to
be planned development on the north side of Wolf Canyon between the canyon and the remnants
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This comment addresses the proposed project itself and does not reflect on the adequacy of the
EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their constderation.

The recirculated dEIR concluded that a significant land use impact would occur from application
of residential land use designation to a portion of Wolf Canyon as proposed by Scenario 2 (EIR
page 157). This impact would be significant because a boundary adjustment is required prior o
the adoption of the designation of residential use in this area, and since that determination has not
yet been made, specific mitigation is unavailable at this time. The rmpacts to land use as a result of
Scenario 2 remain significant and unmitigated.

This comment addresses the proposed project self and does not reflect on the adequacy of the
EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

The recirculated dEIR concluded that significant impacts to nearby wildlife in the San Diego
Wildlife Refuge would resuit [rom development within the West Fairfield District under the
Preferred Plan and all three Scenarios. The designation of existing land uses for more intensive
development adjacent to the Wildlife Refuge is a significant impact because more intensive land
uses could affect sensitive species (Section 5.1.3 of the dEIR). Mitigation Measure 5.1-2 listed
below was developed to reduce these impacts to below a level of significance.

5.1-2 At the time projects are proposed within the West Fairficld District, a detailed land use
assessment shall be performed showing, to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review
Coordinator, that the proposed project is compatible with adjacent land uses. Any
development adjacent to the San Diego Wildlife Refuge shall adhere to the land use
adjacency guidelines defined in the Chula Vista Subarea Plan, Section 7.5.2. These
include, but are not limited to: suflicient buffers and design fealures, barriers
(rocks/boulders, signage, and appropriate vegetation) where necessary. lighting directed
away from the refuge, and berms or walls adjacent to commercial areas and any other use
that may introducc noises that could impact or interfere with wildlife utilization.



X.25

The city should not permit any plant listed as invasive by the City of San Diego.
University of California Cooperative Extension, California Invasive Plant Council, California
Department of Food and Agriculture, and the California Native Plant Society to be planted
anywhere in any new project in the city. Currently every open space “preserve area” is infested
with Tamarisk, Arundo, Pampas Grass and other plants that aften can be traced to near by homes
or upstream areas. Education is what the MSCP calls for, but it obviously has not been
implemented in existing developments. Ordinances, CCRs and deed restrictions need to be used
in new developments, and the city needs to follow through with homeowners in existing
developments. The city is also guilty of potentially causing infestation of open space with its
planting of ornamental grasses along Auto Park Way. These grasses produce abundant seeds
carried by wind and birds. Native grasses should have been pianted here. In fact the city should
be a good role model and tear them all out and replace them with appropriate native grasses.

The scenario that would allow the filling in of a part of Wolf Canyon is not consistent
with the promise of long-term preservation in the MSCP. Also some of the grading practices are
questionable along Wolf Canyon. One wonders if the result might not be the landslides suffered
in Oceanside due to expansive clay soils.

In Salt Creek Canyon a golf course and a community park have been allowed fo intrude
upon the canyon. Non-native plants have been planted around over views. This is not consistent
with the major revegetation of the area after the sewer lines were put in.

The suggestion to put the Wolf Canyon sewer line under the road is much preferable than
using the canyon and has the potential to preserve more of its biological resources than was done
at Salt Creek. The lower part of Salt Creek goes through the land designated for the University.
There need to be very strict guidelines to protect this part of the creek from further destruction.
Alta Road must not cross the canyon as previously agreed and no commercial recreation should
occur at its mouth in the OVRP. There also need to be concrete guidelines insuring the
preservation of the fragile and rare alkaline riparian nature of Salt Creek. The MSCF does not
deal with this.

The expansion of Knott’s is mentioned, but no mitigation is suggested nor is it
obvious as to how this can happen since it now has houses close to it.

It is notable that the Wild Life Refuge is mentioned in the section on West Fairficld. We
are in disagreement with the designation of the Fenton Ponds as “developed.” Jurisdictional or
not they are clearly water bodies in a flood plain that need to be protected under the no loss of
wetlands provisions of both the city of San Diego and the city of Chula Visia MSCP sub area
plans.

The preferred plan for West Fairfield designating low density, low- rise commercial or
educational job creating development with the express purpose of protecting the Wildlife Refuge
is noted and applauded. We would prefer to see a specified buffer size of 500 feet or more
instead of “as appropriate” and will pursuc this issue in project EIR’s.

The south side of the Otay River has very visible housing coming down to the edge of the
river. There needs to be some assurance that the same thing will not happen on the north side.
Surely houses can be kept up away from the river and hidden from view. This was not done with
the commercial and industrial development, but the city now has a chance to do things the right
way.

We are concerned that the wildlife corridors are not large enough to allow for the safe
movement of wildlife between Salt Creek Canyon, Wolf Canyon, Pogee Canyon, Mother Miguel
Mountain and the Otay River. There are places where the corridor is quite narrow, other places
where it is alongside a busy road, and there is no safe crossing of Olympic Parkway. The
pedestrians arc going to have an overpass, but the wildlife have nothing. Salt Creek as previously
mentioned has a community park in #s canyon right across from a swimming pool and pond in a
development. An animal would have to walk in the creek itself to pass this area. There appears to
be planned development on the north side of Wolf Canyon between the canyon and the remnants
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The recirculated dEIR concluded that for Scenarios 1, 2, and 3, significant impacts to
ncighborhood community character have been identified due to redesignation of land uses in the
Montgomery Subarca from open space to an industrial designation on lands adjacent to protected
habitat within the City’s MSCP Preserve in the area south of Faivre Street, east of Broadway, and
north of the Otay River Valley (Section 5.1.3 of the dEIR). Development with industrial uses
south of Main Street would otherwise be consistent with existing nearby and adjacent industrial
and retail uses to the north and would not physically divide or adversely affect the community.
However, future industrial use adjacent to protected habital is a significant impact and requires
mitigation. Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 listed below was developed to reduce these impacts to below
a level of significance.

5.1-1 To mitigate the impacts of establishing planned industrial uses along the Otay River
Valley, future projects for this area shall be evaluated and required to incorporate sufficient
buffers, source water protection devices, setbacks, and design features to avoid edge
effccts to sensitive biological resources to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review
Coordinator.

This comment addresses the propesced project itself and does not reflect on the adequuacy of the
EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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of Pogee Canyon. Pogee Canyon itself has been so fragmented by the ill- advised placement of
the road on its floor that its habitat value is highly questionable. Aggressive steps need to be
taken 1o ensure that ten years from now Pogec will not look like Telegraph Canyon-—a sca of
non-native invasive plants with more concrete than natural channels.

The large areas of active recreation east of Heritage Road in the OVRP will likely act as a
barrier to wildlife movement in the river. The area closest to Salt Creek is not now accessible by
road. The addition of roads and parking lots will greatly degrade the adjoining habitat. This
would be a good location for a nature center to interpret the significant cultural resources in the
area, but not for commercial type recreation.

Present conditions in “preserve” areas illustrate that the MSCP has been less than totally
effective in preserving habitat for species. More stringent regulations need to be incorporated in
the FEIR to insure the protection of the lands to be added to open space preserve area. Examples
might be: regulations that forbid invasive non-native plants anywhere within 1000 feet of natural
areas, requiring hard lined buffers around habitat arcas, the enlargement of wildlife corridors.
their sheltering from human encroachment with appropriate native plantings, and the reduction
of impermeable surfaces. (The trails along many of the roads are a good example of this.)

Community Character and Quality of Life: The GPU causcs unmitigatable negative impacts.

The EIR should do an analysis of the effects of substitating in western Chula Vista assessment
districts and developer's fees as in eastern Chula Vista for the protection of the Cummings
Initiative. Even though zoning is an implementation item the fact that Table 5-4 is included in
the GPU make this analysis necessary here. The implications of this table are that the new
residential categories will allow for multiple zoning that would not be reachable if the two-year
increments of the Cummings Initiative were in force. This would have extreme effects upon the
character of communities within the western part of the city.

Otay Ranch GDP: It is not clear if the amendments shown in the plan have already been
adopted or not. Construction has continued throughout the GPU process. There is some concern
thal the mandated number of acres for parks for several villages is achievable only by counting a
community park several villages away. This secems like double counting. The villages were
supposed to have neighborhood parks and a community park that they shared. Now several
villages have an inadequate amount of acreage within the village. The purpose of this threshold
was to insure that children had a park within a half-mile of their home that they could bike or
walk to. Counting acreage in a community park means that they will most likely be driven there
for games and activities. What happened to idea of walkable, pedestrian oriented villages? With
minimum densities some of these villages are like small cities.

Conchusion: Afler examining the GPU and the DEIR we would urge a reduction in density to
mitigate some of the “unmitigatable” effects and restore some of the quality of life to residents.
The analysis of the Community Character Alternative still is not adequate. If in addition to
reducing building heights the alternative also reduced densities one notch everywhere we believe
there would be a corresponding reduction in unmitigatable effects. Community Character would
be improved and the biological resources would have greater protection.

Thank-you for your consideration of our comments,
-~ . L

Elten Shively
Conservation Chair, Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter
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This comment addresses the propesed project itsclf and does not reflect on the adequacy of the
EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

The Subarea Plan addresses regulations such as FESA, CESA, the state Fish and Game Code, and
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Subarea Plan also contains adjacency guidelines to direct
development adjacent to the preserve. Compliance with Objective EE 1 and FPolicy EE 1.1 of the
General Plan Update would ensure that impacts to sensitive biological resources resulting from
development associated with the General Plan Update would be avoided because the palicies in
the proposed plan ensure conservation of core biological resource areas and associated habitat
linkages. In addition, implementation of the Subarea Plan would contribute significant
conservation outside Chula Vista Subarca within the Chula Vista MSCP Planning Area in the
unincorporated County of San Diego MHPA.

The Cummings Initiative establishes a two year pacing mechanism on how frequently a residential
zoning category can be elevated to the next higher density. The land use policies in the General
Plan Update sstablishes the long range vision and does not interfere with the application of the
Cummings Initiative. Further, as called for in the Cummings Initiative a “Public Facilities and
Services” element is included in the General Plan. The protection of adequate facilitics and
services is accommodated through the City’s Growth Management Program that has established
quality of life threshold standards.

The Cummings initiative is applied to zoning activities. There are no rezones proposcd as part of
the current project. As such the Cummings initiative does not apply to a General Plan amendment.

The comment raises concerns about the consistency between the GPU and the Otay Ranch GDP
and adequacy of parkland in the Otay Ranch master planned community. Concurrent amendments
to the Otay Ranch GDP are being processed with the General Plan Update to make the GDP
consistent with the GPU. The Otay Ranch GDP requires that 3 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents be provided in the Otay Ranch. This obligation has been divided between 7-acre
minimum neighborhood parks in cach village with the balance being provided in the 70-acre
community park in Village Four. The master planning for the community park is underway and
construction is schedule to start in 2008.

This comment addresses the Community Character Alternative. It does not give specifics as o
why the Community Character Alternative analysis is not adequate. Comment notad.





